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TUESDAY, MARCH 29, 1960 
U.S. SENATE, 


SuBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to call, in room 3110, 
New Senate Office Building, Hon. Clinton P. Anderson (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. : 

Present: Senators Anderson, Jackson, Bible, Gruening, Moss, 
Kuchel, and Allott. 

Also present :, Goodrich Lineweaver, professional staff member, and 
M. C. Mapes, Jr., special counsel. ; 

The Cuairman (Senator Anderson). The subcommittee will please 
be in order. 

We will hear first from the able and distinguished chairman of the 
full committee, Senator Murray. 

Senator Murray, do you have any statement on this bill? 

Chairman Murray. I will have a very brief statement later. 

The Cuarrman. Members of the committee, the hearing this morn- 
ing is on S..1226, to authorize construction by the Secretary of the 
Interior of the Knowles Dam project on the Flathead River in 
Montana. 

An alternative which could be built under the terms of the bill, if 
the Secretary should so recommend after further study, is the Para- 
dise Dam project on the Clark Fork River below where the Flathead 
River flows into it. 

Hearings were held on S. 1226 in Missoula, Mont., on December 15, 
1959, by Senator Gruening, with the assistance of Senator Martin. 
Those hearings, which have been printed, were intended primarily to 
permit the people of the Northwest to express their opinions concern- 
ing this legislation. 

Today’s session is primarily for the purpose of obtaining the views 
of the Federal agencies with an interest in or information about, the 
subject of the bill. Thus, we expect to hear from the Corps of Engi- 
neers, the Department of the Interior, and the Forest. Service of the 
Department of Agriculture. 

Reports on S. 1226 have been received from the Bureau of the 
Budget, the Corps of Engineers, and the Department of the Interior, 
mee be included in today’s record immediately after the text of 
the bill. 

The report of the Comptroller General is included in the printed 
record of the December 15 hearing. Today’s record will also include 
additional statements, material, and correspondence received from 
interested parties in the Northwest since the previous hearing. 
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The projects affected by this legislation involve substantial natural 
‘resources, including up to one-quarter of the total hydroelectric po- 
tential of the State of Montana, and the largest potential water storage 
site in the Columbia River Basin which can be built without major 
international problems or serious effects on anadromous fisheries 
resources. 

We hope that the information provided by today’s witnesses will 
assist the committee in making a wise recommendation as to the most 
effective use of these great resources. 

It is also hoped that this hearing will contribute to the clarification 
of the U.S. position in the current negotiations with Canada regard- 
ing the best cooperative development of, and equitable sharing of the 
benefits from, the resources of the.Columbia River above and below 
the border. 

Time this forenoon limits the hearing on this bill to 2 hours, pri- 
marily to hear spokesmen for the executive agencies. Should time 
not permit hearing other witnesses, opportunity will be given them 
to appear. 

Any statements anyone desires to submit will be incorporated in 
the record. 

oe will insert the bill and the agency reports at this point in the 
record. 

(The bill and reports referred to follow :) 


([S. 1226, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide for the construction of the Knowles Dam project on the Flathead 
River in the State of Montana for the protection and development of the Flathead and 
Columbia River Basins; to promote the agricultural and industrial development pri- 
marily of the State of Montana, but also of downstream areas; to improve navigability 
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and to assist flood control on the Flathead and Columbia mavens s to provide for the 


national defense and welfare by advancing the integrated comprehensive development 
of the water resources of the Pacific Northwest, and for related purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the 
“Knowles Dam Project Act”. 

Sec. 2. (a) For the purposes of promoting the irrigation and reclamation of 
arid lands, controlling floods, improving navigation, conserving wildlife, provid- 
ing recreation, generating electric energy, and encouraging economic develop- 
ment, primarily in the State of Montana but also in the rest of the Pacific 
Northwest, the Secretary of the Interior is authorized and directed to proceed 
as soon as practicable with the construction, operation and maintenance of the 
Knowles Dam project (including facilities for generating electric energy) in 
the Clark Fork-Flathead River Basin, substantially in accordance with the 
physical plans set out in the Columbia River Review Report of the Corps of 
Engineers completed during the Highty-sixth Congress: Provided, That should 
subsequent investigation prior to the commencement of such construction indi- 
cate the desirability of removing the project location to any site between two 
miles upstream and eight miles downstream from the site recommended in such 
review report, the alteration of such plans to conform to such removal, upon the 
recommendation of the Secretary of the Interior, is further authorized. 

(b) As used in this Act— 

(1) The term “project” means the Knowles Dam, the appurtenant reservoir, 
power facilities and administrative offices, and the land area adjacent to the 
reservoir which may be necessary to carrying out the purposes of this Act; 

(2) The term “project area” means the area of the State of Montana in the 
vicinity of and directly affected by the project ; 

(3) The term “Board” means the Knowles Project Area Planning Board 
created by section 4(a) of this Act; 

(4) The term “Administrator” means the Knowles Project Administrator 
appointed in accordance with section 4(b) of this Act; 

(5) The term “fund” means the Knowles project area planning and develop- 
ment fund created by section 5 of this Act; 
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(6) The term “Secretary” means the Secretary of the Interior; and 

(7) The term “local government” includes all tax-supported bodies, including 
school districts, irrigation districts and improvement districts. 

Seo. 3. (a) In order to promote the economic growth and development of the 
State of Montana and of downstream areas, and to facilitate the most efficient 
use of the hydroelectric energy from the project, the project power facilities 
shall be integrated into the Federal Columbia River power system, and the full 
amount of at-site firm power production attributable to the project, or such 
portion thereof as is required from time to time to meet loads under contracts 
made within this reservation, shall be made available for use within the State 
of Montana. 

(b) Electric energy available from the project not required for the operation 
thereof or for associated irrigation projects shall be marketed by the Secretary 
in accordance with the laws relating to the disposition of power from Bonneville 
Dam, except that all revenues allocable to irrigation projects authorized herein, 
or hereafter in accordance with this Act, shall be disposed of in the manner 
provided by the Federal reclamation laws, and the radius from the project 
mew plant within which the “at-site’’ power rate is available shall be thirty-five 
miles. 

(c) The Secretary is authorized and directed to supply and transmit from 
= Columbia River power system the necessary construction power for the 
project. 

Src. 4. (a) There is hereby created the Knowles Project Area Planning Board 
to come into existence at the time the first planning funds are appropriated for 
planning of the project under this Act and to continue until completion of the 
project or so long after such completion as its duties may require, but not in 
excess of two years, The Board shall consist of the following officials or their 
designated representatives: The Governor, the president of the Senate and the 
speaker of the House of Representatives of the State of Montana, a representative 
of the Montana State Planning Board, the Regional Director of the Bureau of 
Reclamation (region 1), the Regional Director of the Bureau of Sport Fisheries 
and Wildlife (region 1), the Regional Director of the National Park Service 
(region 2), the Regional Forester of the Forest Service (region 1), the Area 
Director’ of the Bureau of Indian Affairs (Billings Area Office), the Division 
Engineer of the Corps of Engineers (North Pacific Division), a qualified repre- . 
sentative of each of the three counties in which land will be inundated by the 
project, to be selected by the county commissioners of each such county, and one 
outstanding conservationist from the State of Montana, to be chosen by the 
above members of the Board at its first official meeting. The members of the 
Board shall receive no compensation for their services except a subsistence allow- 
ance of $15 per diem for time actually spent in traveling and performing their 
duties as members of the Board, and reimbursement of actual transportation 
expenses including an allowance for use of privately owned automobiles at a rate 
not to exceed 9 cents per mile. The Board shall be responsible for planning and 
assisting the readjustment and development of the project area for the maxi- 
mum benefit of the people of the State of Montana and especially the people of 
the project area, including but not limited to the relocation of communities and 
community facilities, the resettlement of residents, the development of recreation 
facilities, and the preservation and development of fish and wildlife resources 
within the project area. To the fullest extent possible the Board shall coordinate 
its functions with the engineering and construction planning of the Bureau of 
Reclamation and the activities of the Secretary under section 8(c) of this Act. 
It shall meet upon call of the Administrator or at such times and places as may 
be determined by the Board at any meeting thereof. 

(b) There is hereby created the position of Knowles Project Administrator, to 
commence with and continue during the existence of the Planning Board. The 
Administrator shall be the administrative officer of the Board and shall be ap- 
pointed by the President with the advice and consent of the Senate for a term 
of four years. He shall receive a salary at the rate of $15,000 a year and 
shall be reimbursed for expenses (including travel and subsistence when away 
from his office) incurred in the performance of his duties under this Act. The 
Administrator shall not, during his continuance in office, be engaged in any other 
business, but shall devote himself to the performance of the duties of his office 
and shall maintain his office in the vicinity of the project. He shall work closely 
with the Governor and public officials of the State of Montana and any subdi- 
visions thereof which may be affected by the project, and with the interested 
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agencies of the United States, and shall make an annual report of operations of 
the Board to the Secretary at the end of each fiscal year. He shall be responsible 
to the Board for expenditures from the fund in carrying out the purposes for 
which it is created and shall make expenditures from the fund only after their 
approval by the Board. He shall cause to be kept at all times complete and 
accurate books of accounts for the fund, which the Comptroller General of the 
United States shall audit with personnel of his selection at such times as he shall 
determine, but not less frequently than once each fiscal year. 

Src. 5. The Secretary is hereby authorized and directed to allocate from funds 

appropriated for the project sums not to exceed a total-of $5,000,000 for a fund 
to be known as the Knowles project area planning and development fund: The 
fund shall be made available during the existence of the Board. ‘The Secretary 
shall allocate to the fund the sum of $100,000 from the first year’s planning 
appropriation and such amount from subsequent appropriations as shall be 
necessary and shall be requested by the Administrator, up to the full amount 
authorized for it. The general purpose of the fund shall be to facilitate and 
promote the readjustment and development of the project area for the maximum 
benefit and enjoyment of the people of the State of Montana and the Nation, 
and particularly for the benefit of the people of the project area. It is specifi- 
cally intended and shall be used to defray the expenses of the Board and the 
expenses and salaries of the Administrator and such staff members as he may 
appoint with the approval of the Board, in an amount not to exceed $150,000 
in any one fiseal year, and to provide for the establishment of recreation and 
park facilities,’ fish hatcheries, wildlife refuges, and any similar developments 
which the Administrator, with the advice of the State of Montana and. the 
Board may find necessary and desirable to implement the ‘enjoyment, : utility 
and beautification of the project area. No part of the fund shall be used to 
satisfy any claim or claims against the Government (except claims submitted 
under title 28, United States Code, section 2672, arising from acts or omissions 
of employees of the Administrator or the Board) or to defray any direct ex- 
pense arising out of or resulting from the construction of the project, except 
the functions of the Administrator and the Board and except as provided herein. 
But it is the intention of the Congress that the Board and the Administrator 
shall have wide discretion as to the proper means and most beneficial manner of 
carrying out the general purposes of the fund stated above. 
* $c. 6. With the approval of the Board and the Secretary, the Administrator 
is authorized and directed to purchase or condemn and to improve suitable land 
‘in the immediate area of the Knowles Dam for a new townsite to replace the 
portions of those towns which will be flooded by the project, and to plat and 
‘provide for the appraisal of lots in such new townsite and to exchange and 
convey such lots at their appraised value in full or part payment for property 
to be flooded or acquired for the construction and operation of the project as 
requested by the displaced owners of such property, and to sell for not less than 
their appraised valuation any lots not used for such exchanges, except that no 
substantial number of such lots shall be conveyed to any single individual, cor- 
‘poration, or association other than to local governmental agencies as herein 
provided until the requirements of all individuals desiring such exchanges have 
been met. The Administrator shall assist the development of the new town and 
any communities relocated as a result of construction at the project in any 
reasonable manner, and in furtherance of this function is authorized to convey 
to the local governmental agencies involved in such development, without com- 
pensation, such land within the townsite as may be required for the establish- 
ment and operation of municipal offices and facilities, including schools, parks 
and such utilities as may be authorized by its articles or bylaws. Title to land 
acquired by the Administrator under this section shall be taken in the name of 
the United States of America and payment therefor shall be made by the Secre- 
tary after his approval of such purchases, from funds appropriated for the 
project. Expenditures under this section shall not be charged to the fund. 

Sec. 7. (a) The Secretary is authorized and directed to negotiate a contract 
with the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes of the Flathead Indian Res- 
ervation in Montana providing for (1) the conveyance to the United States of 
all right, title, and interest of such Indians in and to all tribal, allotted, as- 
signed, and inherited lands required for carrying out the purposes of this Act, 
(2) the payment of just compensation for lands and improvements and inter- 
ests therein so conveyed, and: (3) final settlement of all claims of whatever na- 
ture arising out of the construction of the project. 
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(b) No contract negotiated under subsection (a) shall take effect unless or 
until it has been (1) ratified by Act of Congress, and (2) ratified in writing by a 
majority of the adult members of the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes 
within nine months after the date of enactment of the Act ratifying such 
contract. 

(c) In the event that the contract negotiated in accordance with subsection 
(a) fails to obtain ratification within the period provided in subsection (b), 
just compensation shalt be judicially determined by proceedings instituted by 
the United States in the United States district court for the district within 
which the lands in question are situated. 

Sec. 8. (a) The Secretary is authorized to proceed in accordance with the 
provisions of this Act and applicable Federal reclamation laws to make a study 
and report to Congress on irrigable arid lands in the Clark Fork-Flathead Basin 
in the State of Montana which can be benefited by financial and other assist- 
ance from the project, including existing projects which may be benefited by the 
provision of supplementary water thereto, including in such report the con- 
struction costs of the proposed irrigation works allocable to various functions, 
the operation and maintenance costs of such works, the amount of construction 
costs allocable to irrigation which the irrigators may reasonably be expected 
to repay, the amount of such costs in excess of that which the irrigators can 
repay which the Secretary proposes shall be recovered from power revenues, 
and a complete financial analysis of the repayment program, together with all 
other data reasonably required to enable the Congress to pass upon the economic 
feasibility of the proposed works. Except as provided in subsection (c) of this 
section, any such reclamation works proposed under this study may be under- 
taken only after the Secretary has submitted a report and findings thereon under 
this subsection and section 9(a) of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 (53 
Stat. 1187) and only if the works so reported on are thereafter specifically 
authorized by Act of Congress. 

-(b) All construction costs of any reclamation works subsequently authorized 
and undertaken by the Secretary in accordance with subsection (a) of this 
section which are determined to be beyond the ability of the irrigators to 
repay as provided in said subsection (a) shall be charged to and paid from 
net revenues derived from the sale of power from the project which are over . 
and beyond those required to amortize the power investment in the project and 
to return interest on the unamortized balance thereof. Power and energy re- 
quired for irrigation pumping for the irrigation developments referred to in 
this section shall be made available by the Secretary from the project power- 
plant and other Federal plants interconnected therewith at rates not to exceed 
the cost of such power and energy from the project, taking into account all 
costs of the project which are determined by the Secretary under the provi- 
sions of the Federal reclamation laws to be properly allocable to such irriga- 
tion pumping power and energy. 

(c) The Secretary is authorized and directed to make a study of the poten- 
tial irrigation developments within the Clark Fork-Flathead Basin to determine 
which of such developments may be best adapted to the replacement of the farm- 
land to be acquired by the Government in connection with the construction 
of the project, such study to commence at the time of the commencement of 
detailed planning of the project and to be financed from the funds appropriated 
for such planning. To the extent determined by him to be necessary to provide 
farms for all farm families displaced by the project at least equivalent to 
those from which they have been displaced, the Secretary is further authorized 
and directed to acquire and provide irrigation facilities for lands best adapted 
to the purpose. Such construction shall be commenced at the time of the com- 
mencement of the construction of the project or as soon thereafter as necessary 
to permit timely relocation on such newly irrigated lands of the families dis- 
placed at the time of their displacement. The portion of the cost of such con- 
struction which is allocated to irrigation but is beyond the ability of the water 
users to repay shall be charged to and paid from net revenues derived by the 
Secretary from his sale of power from the project, which are over and beyond 
the amounts required to amortize the power investment therein and to return 
interest on the unamortized balance of said investment. 

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, exclusive preference to 
purchase the lands brought under irrigation in accordance with subsection (c) 
of this section shall be given for such term as the Secretary shall determine 
to be reasonable to persons whose lands are required in connection with the con- 
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struction, operation and maintenance of the project, and any such persons, 
whether tenants or owners, whose lands are so acquired shall be given such notice 
and opportunity to exercise such preferential right as the Secretary shall deter- 
mine to be reasonable, with first priority to displaced farm families and owners. 
The Secretary is authorized and directed to reimburse the owners and tenants 
of lands acquired for the construction, operation and maintenance of the project 
for the reasonable expenses incurred by them in the process and as a direct 
result of moving themselves, their families, and their personal property from 
said lands, which reimbursement shall be in addition to, but not in duplication 
of, any payments otherwise authorized by law: Provided, That the total of such 
reimbursement to the owner and tenants of any parcel of land shall not exceed 
25 per centum of its fair value as determined by the Secretary. Reimbursement 
under this subsection shall be made only upon application therefor, supported by 
an itemized statement of expenses incurred, submitted to the Secretary within 
one year from the date upon which the. premises involved are vacated. 

Sec. 9. In allocating the cost of the project to its various functions under 
section 9(b) of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939, the Secretary shall allocate 
to flood control such part of the total cost of the project as is justified by an 
average annual value of flood control storage in the Columbia River Basin of 
one dollar per acre-foot. Operation of the reservoir for flood control purposes 
shall be in accordance with the regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the 
Army pursuant to section 7 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 890). 

Sec. 10. In order to render financial assistance to the local governments which 
may lose tax revenues due to the acquisition by the Secretary or Administrator 
for the purposes of this Act, of land and properties in the project area which 
were previously subject to local taxation, the Secretary is authorized and directed 
to pay to such local governments, from funds appropriated for the construction 
of the project during such construction and from power revenues after the com- 
mencement of generation at the project, sums equal to the average of the taxes 
received from such lands and properties during the five years preceding their 
actual removal from the tax rolls as a result of acquisition by the Secretary, 
such payments to any such local government to continue until the value of the 
taxable property within its jurisdiction shall equal 125 per centum of such 
taxable value at the time of such acquisition: Provided, That such payments are 
intended to hold said local governments harmless for net tax revenues lost as a 
result of the construction of the project and shall therefore be reduced by the 
amount of taxes paid upon any such properties which have been relocated or 
replaced at the expense of the Federal Government, and by the amount of any 
reduction in the cost of local governmental services resulting from the construc- 
tion of the project. 

Sec. 11. The Secretary is authorized and directed to pay from funds apprv- 
priated for the project the fair costs of relocation of. or to purchase for their 
fair value, improvements whose removal is necessitated by the construction of 
the project, including railroad facilities, highways, oil and gas pipelines, tele- 
phone, telegraph and electric power facilities, and other public or private im- 
provements, whether located on lands of the United States or the State of 
Montana or on private lands in the project area. Payments may be made 
pursuant to this Act to persons, firms or corporations who shall establish to the 
satisfaction of the Secretary that they are entitled to receive the same, and who 
shall sign vouchers and contracts for such payments upon forms approved by 
the Secretary: Provided, That the amounts so paid shall not exceed the reason- 
able value of the improvements purchased or relocated, as the case may be. 

Sec. 12. In acquiring land required for the construction or operation of the 
* project the Secretary is authorized and directed to purchase or condemn such 
areas around the Knowles Dam Reservoir in excess of land actually to be inun- 
dated by the reservoir as may in his judgment and the judgment of the Board 
be necessary and desirable to provide initial public ownership of sufficient lake- 
shore frontage and adequate adjacent areas for recreation, fish and wildlife 
preservation, parks and other public facilities and facilities for the development 
of water-borne commerce, and to assure adequate public access to the reservoir 
and optimum public beneficial use and enjoyment of the project area. The 
Secretary is further authorized to deed to the State of Montana or local gov- 
ernments, in consideration of their maintenance for public purposes, such areas 
around the reservoir as may-be agreed between the Board, the governmental 
unit involved, and the Secretary to be desirable in the furtherance of such public 
purposes. At any time after completion of the project when in the opinion of 
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the Secretary adequate land has been reserved or conveyed for such public 
purposes, the Secretary may, by competitive bids publicly announced, sell or 
lease any additional lands acquired under this Act which in his judgment are 
no longer necessary in carrying out the purposes of this Act. 

Sec. 18. Title to all lands acquired by the Secretary or the Administrator 
for the purposes of this Act shall be taken in the name of the United States of 
America. In purchasing such lands the Secretary and the Administrator are 
directed to pay the fair value thereof. In determining what constitutes fair 
value the standard shall be that the owner of any such property shall be at least 
as well off economically after such transaction as before it. Any liens held by 
the United States against land acquired for the purposes of this Act are hereby 
forgiven as of the effective date of such acquisition. 

Src. 14. In constructing, operating and maintaining the project and the as- 
sociated reclamation works herein authorized, the Secretary shall be governed 
by the Federal reclamation laws (Act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388, and Acts 
amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto), except as otherwise herein 
provided. The Secretary and the Administrator shall have such powers as 
may be necessary or apropriate for the exercise of the powers herein specifically 
conferred upon them and for carrying out the purposes of this Act. 

Sec. 15. There are authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be neces- 
sary to carry out the purposes of this Act. 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, May 29, 1959. 
Hon. James E. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
U.8. Senate. 


DeAR Mk. CHAIRMAN: Further reference is made to your letter of April 29, 
1959, requesting our report on S. 1226 to provide for the construction of the 
Knowles Dam project on the Flathead River in the State of Montana and for 
related purposes. 

The proposed legislation would authorize the Secretary of the Interior to. 
construct, operate, and maintain the Knowles Dam project, including facilities 
for generating electric energy, in the Clark Fork-Flathead River Basin, Mont., in 
accordance with the physical plans contained in the “Columbia River Review 
Report of the Corps of Engineers” prepared by its North Pacific Division, June 
1958, pursuant to a resolution of the Senate Committee on Public Works dated 
July 28, 1955. 

Section 3(c) authorizes and directs the Secretary to supply and transmit from 
vne Columbia River power system the necessary construction power needed for 
the project. In this connection it is suggested that clarifying language be added 
to require the Knowles project fund to pay the Columbia River power system 
currently for power received upon billing by the power marketing agent; such 
payments to be considered a construction cost of the project. 

Section 4(a) establishes the Knowles Project Area Planning Board to be com- 
prised of 14 members; 8 of these are to be officials or residents of the State, who, 
it should be noted, when voting as a bloc, have sufficient numerical strength to 
control the activities of the Board. We note further, that no method is prescribed 
for selection of the representative of the Montana State Planning Board who is 
to be a member of the Knowles Project Area Planning Board. We recom- 
mend that consideration be given to amending the bill to specify the method of 
selection. 

Section 4(b) specifically requires the Comptroller General to audit the books 
of account of the Knowles project area planning and development fund estab- 
lished by section 5 of the bill “not less frequently than once each fiscal year.” 
Since the Budget and Accounting Act of 1921 (31 U.S.C. 53) as implemented by 
the Accounting and Auditing Act of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67) already imposes upon 
the General Accounting Office the duty of auditing Federal fund accounts such 
as here involved, it is suggested that the last sentence of section 4(b) be 
eliminated from the bill. 

Section 5 authorizes the establishment of the Knowles project area planning 
and development fund in an amount not to exceed $5 million to defray adminis- 
trative expenses, to “facilitate and promote the readjustment and development 
of the project area,” and to provide, without limitation, such recreation and park 
facilities, fish hatcheries, wildlife refuges, and similar developments which the 
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Administrator, at his discretion, may find necessary and desirable. We believe 
it advisable that some type of limitation or restraint be placed upon this wide 
authority and recommend a revision of the third sentence of the section along 
the following lines: 

“The Secretary shall allocate to the fund the sum of $100,000 from the first 
year’s planning appropriation and such amounts from subsequent appropriations 
as he shall deem necessary and as shall be requested by the Administrator with 
the approval of the Board, up to the full amount authorized for it.” 

Section 6 authorizes the Administrator to replace towns flooded out of exist- 
ence by the Knowles project at Government expense and to sell any lands ac- 
quired therefor in excess of specified uses. No provision is made for disposition 
or use of the receipts from such sales. It appears desirable that the section 
clearly stipulate a disposition for such funds, which otherwise appear to be 
for covering into the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. 

Section 8 authorizes the Secretary to make a study and report to the Congress 
on irrigable lands within the basin which can be benefited by assistance from 
the project and provides certain cost criteria to be included in said report to 
enable the Congress to pass upon the economic feasibility of any proposed works. 
No provision is made for allocation of the costs incurred by the Board in con- 
ducting this study. We believe that, investigation expenses of this type should 
be included in cost allocations and repayment requirements. 

Section 9 of the bill provides that the Secretary shall allocate to flood control 
such part of the total cost of the project as is justified by an annual value of 
flood control storage in the Columbia River Basin of $1 per acre-foot. We have no 
information which would enable us to make a determination of the reasonable- 
ness of this formula. We believe that allocations of multiple-purpose project 
costs to purposes including flood control should be made on the basis of the 
estimated benefit to each purpose involved. 

Section 10 covers payments in lieu of taxes on acquired property with a pro- 
vision that such payments shall continue until the value of the taxable property 
within the jurisdiction of any local government affected shall equal 125 percent 
of the taxable value within such jurisdiction at'the time of acquisition. Value 
has been defined in many ways. To avoid possible misinterpretation, we suggest 
that the word ‘‘assessed” be inserted before the word ‘‘value” on line 20, page 
15, and the word “taxable” be eliminated from the subsequent line. 

Section 13 provides for Federal acquisition of lands needed for project 
purposes at a fair value which shall leave the owner of the property at least as 
well off economically after the transaction as before it. The apparent intent 
of the section is to save the owner from economic loss as the result of a Federal 
taking of his land for the purposes of the project. We believe, therefore, that 
the words “at least’? should be eliminated from the text since they would appar- 
ently give the Administrator authority to allow such owners perhaps unwar- 
ranted profits in land transactions with respect to the project. This section 
would also forgive any liens held by the United States against land acquired for 
the purposes of the bill. We have no information as to the reason such liens 
should not be set off against the purchase price of the lands concerned. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., February 24, 1960. 
Hon. JAMES BH. Murray, 
Chairman, Commitee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of March 3, 1959, 
requesting the views of the Bureau of the Budget on S. 1226, a bill to provide for 
the construction of the Knowles Dam project on the Flathead River in the State 
of Montana for the protection and development of the Flathead and Columbia 
River Basins; to promote the agricultural and industrial. development pri- 
marily of the State of Montana, but also of downstream areas; to improve 
navigability and to assist flood control on the Flathead and Columbia Rivers ; 
to provide for the national defense and welfare by advancing the integrated 
comprehensive development of the water resources of the Pacific Northwest, and 


for related purposes. 
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This bill, if enacted, would authorize the construction of the Knowles Dam 
project in Montana by the Department of the Interior. The bill would also (@) 
create a new organization called the Knowles Project Area Planning Board 
vested with broad planning functions in the project area, (b) establish a Knowles 
project area planning and development fund to finance the expenses of the 
proposed Board from Federal appropriations for the project, and (c) establish 
special standards for the project with respect to fish and wildlife and recreational 
development, flood control benefits, payments in lieu of taxes, and compensation 
for project lands. 

The review report of the Chief of Engineers on the Columbia River Basin, 
which will include consideration of the Knowles Dam project, has not been 
received by the Bureau of the Budget under the procedures set forth in Executive 
Order 9384. Until this report is received from the Department of the Army, 
together with the views and comments of the concerned States and Federal 
agencies, the Bureau of the Budget has no basis for appraising the merits of 
the project. ; ; 

Accordingly, the Bureau of the Budget recommends that consideration of 
legislation to authorize the Knowles Dam project be deferred until a project 
report is submitted to the Congress in accordance with established procedures. 

Additionally, the provisions of S. 1226 referred to in (@) through (c) above 
involve major questions of overall public policy with respect to Federal-State 
relationships in water resources development activities and the organization, 
financing, and evaluation of Federal water resources programs. These pro- 
visions would constitute departures from customary legislative authorizations 
for water resources projects in accordance with existing laws and procedure. 
So far as we are aware there are no special circumstances in this case which 
require the unusual financial and organizational arrangements proposed by the 
bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
Purp S. HUGHES, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference, 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 


Washington, D.C., February 26, 1960. 
Hon. JaAMrs EB. MurRay, 


Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
U.S. Senate. 


DeEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of the Army with respect to S. 1226, 86th Congress, a bill to provide 
for the construction of the Knowles Dam project on the Flathead River in the 
State of Montana for the protection and development of the Flathead and Colum- 
bia River Basins; to promote the agricultural and industrial development pri- 
marily of the State of Montana, but also of downstream areas; to improve navi- 
gability and to assist flood control on the Flathead and Columbia Rivers; to pro- 
vide for the national defense and welfare by advancing the integrated compre- 
hensive development of the water resources of the Pacific Northwest, and for re- 
lated purposes. 

S. 1226 would authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct and operate 
the Knowles Dam project substantially in accordance with the physical plans set 
out in the Columbia River Review Report of the Corps of Engineers completed 
during the 86th Congress, for the purposes of irrigation and reclamation, flood 
control, navigation, wildlife conservation, recreation, power, and encouraging 
economic development. 

The Department of the Army is giving consideration to the development of the 
Clark Fork-Flathead Basins in a current review investigation of the main control 
plan for the Columbia River Basin being made pursuant to a resolution adopted by 
the Senate Committee on Public Works. In his proposed report, the Chief of En- 
gineers has recommended authorization of the Knowles project. He has recently 
transmitted his proposed report to the interested States and Federal agencies for 
comment as required by the provisions of section 1 of the Flood Contr 1 Act ap- 
proved December 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 887). It is suggested that your committee 
may desire to defer consideration of authorizing legislation pending submission 
of the review report to Congress. 

At such time as you deem it appropriate to give consideration to authorizing 
legislation, it is also suggested that the committee may wish to consider a gen- 
eral bill which would provide for authorization of the project and for construc- 
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tion and operation in accordance with existing laws and procedures, as is custo- 
mary for projects of this type. In any event, the enclosed comments with respect 
to certain special provisions in the proposed bill are furnished for your considera- 
tion at that time. 

The estimated cost of the Knowles project, based on studies made in connection 
witr the Columbia River Review Report and on 1958 prices, is $234,910,000 with 
an initial installation of four main generating units and provisions for four 
additional units. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILBER M. BRUCKER, 
Secretary of the Army. 


COMMENTS ON SPECIAL PROVISIONS IN S. 1226, To PROVIDE rorR THE CONSTRUCTION 
OF THE KNOWLES DAM PROJECT ON THE FLATHEAD RIVER IN THE STATE OF 
MONTANA FOR THE PROTECTION AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE FLATHEAD AND COLUM- 
BIA River Basins; To PROMOTE THE AGRICULTURAL AND INDUSTRIAL DEVELOP- 
MENT PRIMARILY OF THE STATE OF MONTANA, BUT ALSO OF DOWNSTREAM AREAS ; 
To IMPROVE NAVIGABILITY AND To Assist FiLoop CONTROL ON THE FLATHEAD 
AnD CoLtuMBIA Rivers; To PROVIDE FOR THE NATIONAL DEFENSE AND WELFARE 
BY ADVANCING THE INTEGRATED COMPREHENSIVE DEVELOPMENT OF THE WATER 
RESOURCES OF THE PACIFIC NORTHWEST, AND FOR RELATED PURPOSES 


The proviso in section 2(a) of S. 1226 would, upon recommendation of the 
Secretary of the Interior, permit moving the project location to any site between 
2 miles upstream and 8 miles downstream from the site recommended in the 
review report if subsequent investigation prior to commencement of construction 
indicates that this would be desirable. The downstream location would include 
the Paradise Dam site located on the Clark Fork 4 miles downstream from the 
mouth of the Flathead River. Since the Paradise project has been estimated 
to cost about $492 million, or $257 million more than the Knowles project, the 
committee may wish to consider whether the unusually broad discretionary 
power which would be authorized by the proviso in section 2(a) should be re- 
tained in the bill. 

Section 4(a) of S. 1226 would create a Knowles Project Area Planning Board, 
the principal function of which would be to plan and to assist in the readjustment 
and development of the project area, including the relocation of communities 
and community facilities, the resettlement of residents, the development of recre- 
ation facilities, and the preservation and development of fish and wildlife re- 
sources. With respect to the creation of the Board, it is not believed that such 
a specialized organization would be necessary since the Department of the 
Interior (as well as the Department of the Army) has in the area an organiza- 
tion which is experienced in handling similar activities at comparable projects. 

Section 4(a) of the bill would provide broad general authority to the Knowles 
Project Area Planning Board with respect to the development of recreation 
facilities and preservation and development of fish and wildlife resources within 
the project area. Section 12 of the bill would authorize and direct the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to purchase or condemn such areas around the Knowles 
Dam Reservoir in excess of land actually to be inundated by the reservoir as 
may, in his judgment and the judgment of the Board, be necessary and desirable 
in the interests of recreation, fish and wildlife preservation, parks, and other 
public facilities and facilities for the development of waterborne commerce, and 
to assure adequate public access to the reservoir and enjoyment of the project 
area. The provisions concerning fish and wildlife go beyond the latest ex- 
pression of congressional policies expressed in Public Law 85-624 which pre- 
scribes the procedures to be followed in considering fish and wildlife matters. 
For example, section 3(c) of that act provides that before properties are acquired 
for wildlife conservation, the probable extent of such acquisition shall be set 
forth, along with other data necessary for project authorization, in a report 
submitted to the Congress, or in the case of a project previously authorized, 
no such properties shall be acquired unless specifically authorized by Congress. 
The Department considers that the policies and procedures specified in Public 
Law 85-624 should not be superseded by the provisions of sections 4(a) and 12 
of the bill, and as a general principle, that the other, provisions contemplated 
should be authorized only pursuant to detailed studies and report to Congress 
showing costs to be incurred and justification of the proposed improvements. 
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The Department also considers that it would be preferable in the case of recre- 
ation to await the results of the study being undertaken by the Outdoor Recre- 
ation Resources Review Commission being accomplished in accordance with 
the act of June 28, 1958 (72 Stat. 238). The foregoing objectives could be ac- 
complished by deleting section 12 of the bill; inserting the word “and” after the 
word “facilities” in line 25, page 5; and deleting the part of the sentence on lines 
1, 2, and 3, page 6, after the word “residents.” 

Section 9 of the bill provides that flood control storage in the project shall be 
evaluated for cost allocation purposes on the basis of an average annual value 
of flood control storage in the Columbia River Basin of $1 per acre-foot. It 
is considered desirable that, rather than using a basinwide unit value of storage, 
the proposed legislation should provide that the flood control benefits of the 
project shall be estimated by the Chief of Engineers to provide a basis for cost 
allocation. 

The Secretary of the Army and the Chief of Engineers have long been con- 
cerned with the problem of individuals and communities affected by water re- 
source development projects and the attainment of procedures that will assist 
them to make necessary adjustments that will lessen the impact of the projects. 
It is recognized that provisions in sections 6, 8, 10, 11, 12, and 13 are designed to 
assist both the local communities and former owners and tenants dislocated 
by the project. However, it has been the experience of this Department that 
the problems involved occur, to some extent, in all acquisitions by the United 
States and are not confined to this type project. 

With respect to the plight of former owners and tenants, it is recognized that 
just compensation as determined by the courts for the taking of private property 
for public use does not always fully compensate owners and tenants for all of 
their losses. However, we believe that it would be in the national interest not 
to continue the piecemeal modification of procedures but that rather there should 
be created a commission charged with no other responsibility than the study of 
the adequacy of compensation in all Federal land acquisitions. The Depart- 
ment of the Army, on behalf of the Department of Defense, by letter dated 
August 21, 1959, implementing the aforementioned position, advised the chair- 
men of the Committee on Public Works, House of Representatives, that it 
favored enactment of H.R. 1066, 86th Congress, a bill to establish a commission 
to study the adequacy of compensation for real property acquired by the United 
States, which would accomplish that general purpose. Should the committee 
determine that the impact of the project to be authorized by S. 1226 is such 
that special consideration must be given immediately to these problems, with- 
out awaiting an overall study, it is suggested that consideration be given to the 
following specific factors in the bill: 

1. The proposal to authorize the acquisition of a new townsite (lines 23-25, 
p. 8; and lines 1-3, p. 9) would provide greater assistance than is presently 
being provided for towns flooded by other projects. 

2. The proposed exchange of lots in the new townsite for property being ac- 
quired for the project (lines 3-8, p. 9) represents a new concept. There is a 
deep-seated tradition in our law to assess only money damages rather than to 
provide for replacement in kind for land taken. 

8. The provision in lines 8 to 14 of page 9, for the sale of lots not used in 
exchanges, is also a new concept in that it indicates a basic authorization for 
the acquisition of land not actually required for the project. Furthermore, 
lands not required for project purposes can be disposed of under existing leg- 
islation through the General Services Administration. 

4. The authorization in lines 14 to 22 of page 9, for assistance in the develop- 
ment of the town and.for the conveyance of land without compensation for 
establishment of municipal offices and facilities does not take into consideration 
the scope of existing facilities being displaced and would appear to be in addi- 
tion to the provision for relocation of such existing facilities under section 11, 
page 16, and the authority to transfer land for public purposes under section 
12, page 17. 

5. The exclusive preference in lines 21 to 25, page 13, and lines 1 to 6, page 
14, for displaced owners and tenants to purchase irrigated lands, insofar as 
owners of town lots are concerned, appears to be an additional preference to be 
given them in the purchase of lots at a new townsite. 

6. The provision in lines 6 to 21, page 14, for reimbursement of certain moving 
costs is similar to the authority of the military departments and also to the 
authority granted the Secretary of Interior by the act of May 29, 1958 (72 Stat. 
152), which would appear to make the provision unnecessary in S. 1226, 
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7. The language in lines 7-21, page 16, provides broader authority for the 
relocation of improvements than that recently granted to the Chief of Engineers 
in projects of this Department under the act of July 3, 1958 (72 Stat. 297, 303). 
The authority of the Chief of Engineers is limited to relocate, protect, alter, or 
modify any structure or facility owned by an agency of Government being 
utilized for a governmental purpose. Moreover, the provisions of S. 1226 would 
not only apply to private utilities but is so broad as to possibly include privately 
owned improvements other than utilities or other similar facilities. 

8. The standard proposed to determine fair value (line 25, p. 17; and lines 
1-3, p. 18) represents the ideal concept that an owner shall be “made whole.” 
However, in the absence of legislative guidelines to assist in establishing rules 
for evaluation thereof, this Department would be unable to establish rules for 
its field offices to make uniform determinations that an owner is “at least as 
well off economically” after Government acquisition of his property as he was 
before. This would also involve payment for many factors not now considered 
compensable under court interpretations of just compensation and would, in the 
final analysis, require judicial-type determinations, some of which may be 
speculative, as to how one piece of property was fitted into the estate of 
an owner or tenant who held other interests. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., March 23, 1960. 
Hon James EB. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DeaR SENATOR Murray: This responds to your request for the views of this 
Department on S. 1226, a bill to provide for the construction of the Knowles 
Dam project on the Flathead River in the State of Montana for the protection 
and development of the Flathead and Columbia River Basins; to promote the 
agricultural and industrial development primarily of the State of Montana, but 
also of downstream areas; to improve navigability and to assist flood control 
on the Flathead and Columbia Rivers; to provide for the national defense and 
welfare by advancing the integrated comprehensive development of the water 
resources of the Pacific Northwest, and for related purposes. 

The provisions of the bill would authorize the Secretary of the Interior to con- 
struct, operate, and maintain the Knowles Dam project, “substantially in ac- 
cordance with the plans set.out in the Columbia River Review Report of the 
Corps of Engineers completed during the Highty-sixth Congress * * *.” Pro- 
vision is made for establishing the project site at any point between 2 miles 
upstream and 8 miles downstream from Knowles Dam site selected by the Corps 
of Engineers, if further investigation should indicate that construction at such 
other site would be desirable. This would permit the possible construction 
of the project at the site of the proposed Paradise Dam. 

The Knowles Dam project has been recommended for construction by the 
North Pacific division engineer, Corps of Engineers, in his report of June 1958 
entitled ‘Water Resource Development of the Columbia River Basin,” which is 
a review of House Document 531, 8lst Congress. A proposed report of the 
Chief of Engineers has not yet been submitted to us for review in accordance 
with the provisions of the Flood Control Act of 1944 and interagency agree- 
ments. Since we have not made a review of any such proposed report of the 

, Chief of Engineers, we are unable to present any views with regard to the 
engineering and economic feasibility of the proposed project and, therefore, 
we are unable to make any recommendations at this time with regard to the 
enactment of legislation which would authorize construction of the project. 

We call your particular attention to the fact that this is a Corps of Engineers 
proposed project and we know of no compelling reason why the Bureau of 
Reclamation should be the construction agency, if the project is authorized. 
The Bureau of Reclamation has not participated in the formulation of the 
Corps’ plan for this dam. Of course, if it should be the will of the Congress, we 
would have no objection to assignment of this responsibility to the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

However, there are a number of provisions of the bill on which we can now 
comment. Sections 4 and 5, for example, would provide for a Knowles Project 
Area Planning Board which would apparently be an autonomous body “respon- 
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sible for planning and assisting the readjustment and development of the project 
area * * * including but not limited to the relocation of communities and com- 
munity facilities, the resettlement of residents, the development of recreation 
facilities, and the preservation and development of fish and wildlife resources 
within the project area.” The Board would be composed of 4 representatives 
(3 of them ex officio) of the State of Montana, 6 designated Federal officials, 
3 representatives of the counties immediately affected by construction of Knowles 
Dam, and a 14th member (an “outstanding conservationist from the State of 
Montana”) to be selected by the other 13. The Board would have at its disposal 
$5 million to be paid over to it by this Department as requested by the Board. 

It seems to us that these provisions are so defective in a number of important 
respects that they should either be very substantially revised or dropped 
completely : 

(1) Itis very doubtful that the Congress can properly presume to cast the duty 
of serving on a Federal Board upon designated State officials. Since, in addition, 
the bill makes no provision for substitute members in case any of these officials 
or their representatives refuses or is unable to take on these duties and does not 
specify what proportion of the Board shall constitute a quorum, the Board might 
find itself unable to function if any of these ex officio members declined to serve. 

(2) The provision for appointment of three members by local county commis- 
sioners is probably in conflict with the constitutional provision (art. II, sec. 2, 
clause 2) that “the Congress may by law vest the Appointment of such inferior 
Officers, as they think proper, in the President alone, in the Courts of Law, or in 
the Heads of Departments,” but that otherwise the appointment shall be made 
by the President with the advice and consent of the Senate. 

(3) A large majority of the Board would be composed of State and Federal 
officials already holding positions which, while they are of great importance, are 
no guarantee of competence to carry out the functions which the Board would be 
given. 

(4) The Federal officials designated in the bill are all subordinate to Cabinet 
officers, but the bill would apparently require them to act as independent agents. 
This, we believe, is undesirable and introduces confusion into the Executive 
establishment. 

(5) The financing of the Board’s activities by giving it a blank check (subject 
only to a top limit of $5 million) against this Department’s appropriations is- 
quite unacceptable. If the Board is to be created at all, it should be responsible 
both financially and otherwise to the President, the Congress, and the head of the 
construction agency. 

(6) Virtually all of the proposed functions of the Board are within fields of 
activity of existing State and Federal agencies, either directly or as incidents to 
their primary assignments. Although it may be that an advisory board would 
be desirable and helpful in achieving coordination of the activities of these 
various agencies, there is no need of which we are aware for creating a special 
body to carry out these tasks in the case of this project. 

Section 7 of the bill deals with the acquisition of Indian lands needed for the 
project. While this Department would, of course, in the event of project author- 
ization seek to obtain a fair and equitable contract with the tribes, to rule out, as 
the bill seems to, the usual methods of acquisition in the event that a mutually 
satisfactory contract cannot be negotiated seems unwise. The provision for the 
institution of a suit for just compensation in case the negotiated contract fails 
of ratification as provided in the bill fails to spell out how the Government will 
have acquired the use of the land. We suggest the necessity of a revision of this 
section in at least these respects. 

The Flathead Indian Tribal Council is opposed to the grant of authority to 
condemn tribal land (Resolution No. 1017, Mar. 11, 1959). The desirability of 
locating a project in a place that requires the use of Indian lands is a question 
that should be considered if Congress authorizes the project. 

Subsections (c) and (d) of section 8 of the bill deal with providing irrigated 
lands as a substitute for farmlands inundated by the reservoir. The principle 
of these subsections is not objectionable but their terms are, we believe, too 
rigid to be incorporated in law in the absence of a reasonably clear understand- 
ing with respect both to the cost of providing the necessary works and to the 
demand there may be for them. Our experience with a somewhat similar 
provision in connection with the Canyon Ferry unit of the Missouri River 
Basin project suggests caution in the water. In addition, we point out that 
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these subsections, by giving a preference right both to owners and to tenants 
(p. 14, lines 2 and 3), may in fact require more replacement lands than is 
intended. 

With respect to the preference right of the Flathead Indian Tribe to purchase 
substitute irrigable lands in the Clark Fork-Flathead Basin for the tribal lands 
acquired by the Government, the bill should clearly indicate that the limita- 
tion of reclamatoin law on furnishing of project water to no more than 160 
irrigable acres in single ownership will not apply to lands purchased by the 
tribe pursuant to this preference right as long as the lands remain tribal 
lands. 

The latter part of the same subsection (d) contains provisions for payment 
of moving expenses of owners and tenants of lands acquired for the project. 
The act of May 29, 1958 (Public Law 85-433) grants this Department general 
authority to make such payments in an amount not to exceed 25 per centum of 
the value of the lands acquired for project purposes. We suggest the desir- 
ability of handling payments for moving expenses under the general authority 
rather than provisions peculiar to individual project proposals, except in the 
ease of Indians who would be displaced. The Federal Government has a spe- 
cial trust responsibility toward the Indians and their property which would in- 
clude, in the case where the Government decides to take their lands in con- 
nection with a lawful activity, a responsibility with respect to the relocation 
of displaced Indians. In recognition of this special relationship, we believe 
the bill should be amended further to authorize the Secretary of the Interior 
to pay to the displaced Indians the reasonable cost of relocating and reestab- 
lishing themselves under circumstances comparable to those from which they 
would be displaced, without regard to the limitation contained in the act of 
May 29, 1958, supra, on the amount of such payments. 

The provisions of section 10, which deal with payments in lieu of taxes, are 
open to question on several scores, including the requirement that payments 
shall continue “until the value of the taxable property within its (ie, any 
local government’s) jurisdiction shall equal 125 per centum of such taxable 
value at the time of such acquisition” and the fact that they do not take 
into account payments made under existing law such as those to school districts 
by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

Section 13 proposes to rewrite the fair market value standard on the basis 
of which land acquisition by Federal agencies ordinarily proceeds by substitut- 
ing “the standard * * * that the owners of any such property shall be at least 
as well off economically after such transaction as before it.” It leaves unclear 
whether this new standard is applicable only to negotiated purchases or whether 
it is also applicable to condemnation actions. In either event, we suggest the 
undesirability of thus tampering with established and, as far as we are aware, 
generally satisfactory practice. Such tampering is especially uncalled for if 
provision, whether in the exact form called for by the bill or in some other 
form, is made for providing substitute irrigated lands for persons who are 
displaced. 

Section 13 also provides that, upon acquisition of land acquired for the 
project, all liens against it held by the United States shall be “forgiven.” 'The 
effect of this could be duplicate payments to the landowner—he being paid the 
fair market value of his land plus forgiveness of Federal liens. 

We believe that the provisions of section 9 should be clarified with respect 
to the allocation of costs to all project purposes and that it should be modified 
so as not to require that the allocation for flood control purposes be computed 
on the basis of evaluating the average annual value of flood control storage 
at $1 per acre-foot. While this figure for convenience is frequently used for 


. illustrative purposes in the Columbia River Basin area, it ought not be frozen 


in authorizing legislation. 


The reservation of “the full amount of at-site firm power production attributa- 
ble to the project” for use in Montana, which section 3(a) proposes, when 
taken together with the preference customer provisions of the Bonneville Project 
Act, which would otherwise be made applicable by section 3(b) to the sale of 
power generated at Knowles Dam, will result in certain problems in adminis- 
tration, and we should be reluctant to see this type of provision enacted. The 
provision in section 3(b) with respect to the area in which the Bonneville 


Power Administration at-site rate shall apply is one that we believe should be 
eliminated. 
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In addition to the above comments, the following minor changes in the bill 
are suggested for your consideration : 

(1) Page 2, line 3—change “conserving wildlife’ to “providing for the con- 
servation and development of fish and wildlife’. 

(2) Page 4, lines 7-8—change “revenue allocable to irrigation projects” to 
“revenues required for assistance to irrigation projects”. 

(3) Page 8, line 138—insert after the word “submitted” the words “and 
settled”. 

(4) Page 16, line 24—change “purchase or condemn” to “reserve or acquire”. 

(5) Page 17, lines 4 and 5—change “fish and wildlife preservation” to “con- 
servation and development of fish and wildlife, including replacement of land 
areas and structures of the National Bison Range which would be inundated 
or rendered useless by the project’. 

(6) Page 17, line 14—after the word “purposes” add the words “but this 
provision shall not be deemed to alter any requirements or procedures estab- 
lished under the provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 
401, as amended; 16 U.S.C., sec. 661, et seq.)”. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there would be no objection to 
the submission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


The Cuatrman. Senator Murray, we will hear from you now. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES E. MURRAY, A U.S. SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF MONTANA 


Chairman Murray. Mr. Chairman, my colleagues will tell you of 
the need for this legislation and the ways in which S. 1226 is designed 
to benefit local citizens and develop fully our resources. 

I want to report on the local support for the bill. 

One of the most difficult problems in dam construction, as you well 
know, is working out satisfactory arrangements for people who will 
be flooded out. Usually, because they must completely change their 
way of life, they are the main opponents. 

Yet the residents of St. Regis, who will have to relocate if Paradise 
Dam is built, are, nevertheless, overwhelmingly for the dam. An 
article about this support in the area aecemad in the Great Falls 


Tribune, for November 15, 1959. The headline of the article, which 
I shall place in the record, states that : 


Most St. Regis Residents Favor Dam That Would Mean Relocation of Town. 
This information was obtained through a house-to-house poll, which 
showed that supporters of the project outnumber its opponents in a 
ratio of 5 to 2. 
(The article referred to follows :) 


[From the Great Falls (Mont.) Tribune, Nov. 15, 1959] 
Most St. Recis Resmwents Favor Dam THAT WouLD MEAN RELOCATION oF TOWN 
RESIDENTS THINK DAM WOULD ATTRACT INDUSTRY 
(By Ed Christopherson) 


St. Regis is a quiet little unincorporated valley town of an estimated 400 
population 75 miles west of Missoula on U.S. Highway 10. It has three bars, a 
State liquor store, five restaurants, four filling stations, two groceries, three 
motels, and a post office. On a typical day you can hear the hum of the Bennett 
Lumber Co. sawmill, which employs 75, the brisk ring of the school bell (enroll- 
ment of 210 in 12 grades), and the roar of trucks churning their way along the 
newly paved highway that doubles as Main Street. 
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Capt. John Mullan finished his famous roadway, which ran through here, in 
1858. There was some lumbering, mining, and settling in the interim, but the 
town’s next boom came in 1889, when the Northern Pacific Railway pushed a 
line through to Coeur d’Alene, Idaho. In 1908-9 the Milwaukee Railroad built 
through St. Regis, and the NP extended its line north, through the Clark Fork 
cutoff as a main line to Spokane. 

The town boomed, with dozens of saloons, and a population in the thousands. 
The Anaconda Copper Mining Co. had its big sawmill at St. Regis. During 
prohibition, its side gulches made it a prominent holdout against the Federal 
enforcement men. But nothing seemed to last. Anaconda moved its sawmill 
to Bonner to get away from the problem of blue mold, which was spoiling its 
lumber. 

Somehow St. Regis continued to exist on the few railroad jobs, some saw- 
milling, and as a way stop for those who passed through. As if endowed with 
a feeling of impermanence, there were no brick buildings in St. Regis. 

“You can’t exactly say our town’s dying,” one citizen said, “but its growth 
is awfully darned slow.” 

In addition to the highway and two railroads, two rivers—the Clark Fork of 
the Columbia and the St. Regis—run through or alongside this settlement. 

These rivers may hold the key to St. Regis future—to a burst of solid pros- 
perity that can last for a good 7 years, and to the ultimate moving of the town, 
new industry, and the flooding of its present site. 

This will happen when the proposed Paradise Dam is built on the Clark Fork 
at a site some 30 miles downstream. The dam will bring 40 feet of water over 
Dilly’s Kitchen and the post office—30-plus feet deep at the school. 

Understandably this makes Paradise Dam a controversial subject in St. Regis. 
It’s been so for more than a decade—since the Army Corps of Engineers held 
its first hearing on the subject in St. Regis in 1948. Since then, the intensity of 
the dam as a conversation item has risen and dropped according to the feeling 
of progress toward its accomplishment. 

The topic of the dam became a hot one again last winter with the announce- 
ment of a hearing in Missoula by the Army Corps of Engineers on plans for 
water development projects—including Paradise Dam, and an alternative 
Knowles—to be built in the Columbia Basin. When a couple of guys claimed 
that all of St. Regis was against the Paradise Dam project, which would flood 
it, sawmill worker Kermit Welch decided to find out just how folks stood on 
the subject. 

He took a poll. In doing so, he took two sheets of paper, one for the pro- 
Paradise Dam people to sign, one for the aginners. So as not to influence 
signers, he took the list to the most influential citizens last. By the time he was 
through, he’d visited every house in town. When he counted up the signatures, 
he had the surprising total of 128 in favor and only 51 against. 

This better than 2% to 1 majority in favor of the dam that will flood their 
town was a surprise both to Welch and most St. Regis residents. 

“St. Regis today is a one-industry town in a one-industry county that’s per- 
petually living in a mild depression,” County Commissioner Mondell Bennett 
says. Bennett lives in St. Regis, where he’s been in the conifer-seeding nursery 
business. 

“Every summer tourists come through here and look at our attractive valley 
and the evergreen mountains that border it and exclaim at their beauty. ‘But 
what do you do for a living?’ they ask.” 

It’s a good question. Outside the 2 or 3 months of tourist traffic in the sum- 
mer, sawmilling and logging keep the town going. Economically it’s bleak. 
“We don’t even have much of a relief load,” Commissioner Bennett says. 
“‘When out of a job, however much they like it here, folks just give up and 
move on.” 

This lack of enough employment to keep the town thriving is evident in the 
rents, which run from $35 to $60.a month. Recently one ex-St. Regis resident 
has been trying to sell a modern house which would go for $12,000 anywhere. 
Currently the price is down to $6,500, with no takers. 

“The building of Paradise Dam looks like just about the only chance St. Regis 
and Mineral County ever have of amounting to anything,’’ Mondell Bennett says. 
In his job on the top county governing board, he deals with the impossible 
problems of a county with a total of only $3,750,000 taxable valuation, and a 
budget of $750,000, 83 percent ef which comes from taxes on the two railroads 
which run through the county. 
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“If one of the railroads pulled out, or if they combined lines, we’d have trouble 
continuing to exist as a governmental unit,” Bennett says. 

“All of this points up the need for a broader tax base. When I think of this 
problem, I can’t help thinking of the way Hungry Horse Dam, the industry it 
brought, and the activity it touched off, helped boost Flathead County’s taxable 
valuation $37 million in 10 years. This means an increase in homes, industry, 
jobs—each year with a taxable valuation equal to our county’s total valuation. 
Hungry Horse Dam, and the low-cost power it produced, brought this about. 

“We feel that Paradise Dam would do the same thing for our area. Cheap 
power would bring in medium, or heavy industry the way it’s done in Columbia 
Falls. It would help the lumber industry, too—providing a lake to float logs in 
that would run from below Kerr Dam in Polson to Superior. And just think 
of the recreation industry the new lake would bring. It’d be terrific. Just selling 
and servicing the boats on the new lake would support several new businesses.” 

What would happen to the present town of St. Regis? 

In their preliminary surveys, the Army Engineers chose a 4-mile flat, a several- 
hundred-acre fertile benchland area about a mile east of the present town, and 
well above the proposed dam’s high-water level. 

Bennett points out that in similar situations, as in the construction of Garrison 
Dam in North Dakota, the engineers laid out a modern, well-planned community 
of Newtown to replace the settlements it flooded. Property and business owners 
were compensated, and given the privilege of moving their present structures or 
building new ones in the brandnew community. 

Most St. Regis folks feel that in this way Paradise Dam will bring them a 
better life. The new town will be certainly free of many disadvantages of the 
present town—such as the problems of flooding basements in the spring, the 
way cesspools are dug next to wells, the lack of telephones (the half a dozen 
they have are the crank, stand, and holler variety that are antique collectors’ 
items), and the feeling of impermanence that shows up in the town’s buildings. 

“It will be a good thing if they do flood this town,” Ward Elder, foreman of 
the Bennett Lumber Co., who favors Paradise Dam, says. “The property lines 
are so mixed up in the present town that if the land ever were worth anything 
we'd all go broke suing each other to prove where our houses belonged.” 

Of course, everyone in St. Regis doesn’t favor the building of Paradise Dam. . 
Charles Bennett, owner of the C. G. Bennett Lumber Co., and father of probable 
Olympic qualifying skier Eleanor Bennett, opposes it. 

So does Bill Sears, who came to St. Regis first in 1907, when you crossed the 
river by ferry, and the road to Wallace wasn’t much more than a mud track. 
He worked as a logging contractor before they’d invented the word “gyppo,” 
started a garage in 1922, the heyday of the Model T, and invested in other 
St. Regis businesses. Sears has earned a reputation as the local “wheel,” and the 
guy who Governor Aronson stops in to see whenever he’s in the vicinity. 

“We’re hoping against the dam,” Sears says, “We don’t want to lose this 
country. What would there be to relocate St. Regis for? If I could get my 
money, I’d sell out and leave. I wouldn’t want to stay 10 minutes.” 

Chuck Dilly came to St. Regis as a “steel walker,” a structural ironworker 
on a highway bridge project, a few years back. Today with his wife Babe, he 
runs “Dilly’s Kitchen,” which is typical of much local business. 

“In the summer tourist season we work 16-hour-a-day shifts. In the winter, 
except when we’re feeding a construction crew, things are dead. We think the 
dam would do a lot to bring us year-round business and a better town,” Mrs. 
Dilly says. 

Ernie Stathan, who runs a service station that shares a building with the post 
office, feels that “without the dam, and the new industry it brings, we'll never 
be any better off than we are now. 

“Paradise is the logical place for the dam. It’ll be one of the best things ever 
done for the State of Montana.” 


Chairman Murray. Paradise Dam was an issue in the 1958 cam- 
paign in Montana. All seven legislative candidates from the area 
who had testified in favor of Paradise Dam were elected. Of the 
seven candidates who had testified against Paradise Dam—at the 
Corps of Engineers hearing in Missoula—only two were elected. 

Candidates who favored the dam carried the towns of Dixon, 
Perma, and Paradise, which would be flooded out by the dam. 
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All the businessmen in Dixon, and a majority of the residents of 
this town, signed a petition in support of S. 1226. 

Additionally, three weekly newspapers in the immediate area of the 
two damsites conducted reader polls on Paradise Dam. These pa- 
pers were the Plainsman, published at Plains by Don Coe; the Sen- 
tinel, published at Hot Springs by Dick Shirley, and the Sanders 
County Ledger, published at Thompson Falls, by K. A. Eggen- 
sperger. 

The results of all three newspaper polls showed 2 to 1 support for 
Paradise Dam. : ; 

I do not deny that there is opposition to construction of either 
Paradise or Knowles Dam. Some of it is sincere. Some is moti- 
vated by the Montana Power Co., which likewise opposed Hungry 
Horse Dam, which Congress was nevertheless wise enough to 
authorize. 

As chief sponsor of S. 1225, I shall welcome any suggestions for 
improvements which the subcommittee and witnesses wakes. 

or instance, the Cp swept of Interior and some conservation 
groups have suggested that aerate range should be provided for 
that portion of the National Bison Range at Moiese which would be 
flooded out. I agree. 

In fact, some weeks ago I asked the Department of the Interior to 
investigate possibilities of “ae to the Bison Range and also re- 

uested investigation of a possible additional bison range in eastern 
ontana. 

With your permission, I would like to place pertinent correspond- 
ence in the hearing record, along with the Great Falls Tribune article 


I referred to, a speech I made recently on the Senate floor pegarding 


S. 1226, and letters in support of the project from Mrs. Frances 

Logan, secretary, Committee for Paradise Dam, Charlo, Mont.; Mrs. 

Gretchen Billings, columnist for the People’s Voice, Helena, Mont., 

and Mark Boesch, writer and conservation leader from Hamilton, 
ont. 

Mr. Chairman, as you well remember, our majority leader, Senator 
Lyndon Johnson, spoke about resource development in New Mexico 
last month, and at that time he said that the time to get on with the 
job of development is now. 

Passage of S. 1226 and subsequent construction will be the best 
boost for industry, business, and farmers in recent Montana history, 
and the benefits will flow to many other States as well. 

I urge the subcommittee to report the bill promptly and favorably. 

Thank you. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you, Senator Murray. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


FEBRUARY 23, 1960. 
Senator James E. Murray, 
Senate Interior Committee, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR Murray: I would like to go on record again for construction of 
Paradise Dam in western Montana. 

My interest in western Montana is more than just casual. Harry and I have 
40 acres near Thompson Falls; my grandparents homesteaded in Plains; my 
parents are retired there; I roamed the valley as a kid; I would like to be able 
to make a living there now. Harry was raised there and went to school in 
Thompson Falls, 
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Multipurpose dams such as this are vital to the welfare of the Nation and will 
contribute to the welfare of the region and the State. 

I have great sympathy for those who will be physically disturbed by the dam, 
and would urge the greatest possible consideration for the interests of everyone 
involved. 

I respect the opinions of those who are sincerely opposed to public construction 
of power dams, but I believe they are of limited vision and will ultimately be 
the cause of the destruction of the very things they feel they are fighting for. 

Most of us recognize those people who are willing pawns of the private utili- 
ties; our concern is for those who fail to search deep enough for the truth and 
unwittingly fall prey to private utility propaganda. 

We should be concerned with those who are going to have to be relocated in the 
damsite area; however, the same people who make great issue of this point also 
fought Hell’s Canyon and not a living soul was disturbed there. Many of these 
same people would not oppose the private dams that would also dislocate many 
people and benefit but a few. 

I would want to be assured that our Indian population, so badly treated for so 
many years, should receive just benefits from this project. It is ironical and 
not a little disturbing that the Flatheads aline themselves with the very people 
who would disregard all Indian interests and impose termination on them at the 
earliest possible moment. The sacred Indian treaty can be safeguarded by 
proper negotiation, surely. 

Even the Indians must surely realize that as the area prospers so they too will 
prosper. We must look for vision in Indian leadership so instead of fighting 
progress they will be reaching out to encourage it for the best interests of their 
people. 

To those who came early to my beloved valley and can not bear to see it change 
and thus fight Paradise, my heart aches. 

Can they not see our valley has ever been changing? Can they in truth say it 
has changed for the better? Can they deny the youth of today and tomorrow the 
chance to inhabit our valley—a chance that will never come in the declining 
economy of today? 

When change, inexorable and foredoomed, removes the oldtimers from the val- 
ley, do they want to leave only the whispering pines and their silent gravestones? 

I could not live in my valley because there was no way for us to support our 
family. My dad left the valley for the same reason. In his retirement he re- 
turned and now he also works for Paradise. His contribution to posterity and 
the possibility of more young people being able to stay in our beloved valley 
comes from a young heart—and remembering. 

Paradise will bring great changes to our valley, but nothing is static. Weare 
in a constant state of change. Democracy gives us the opportunity to have some- 
thing to say about the form our change takes, and if as citizens of this wonder- 
ful country we are unable to be dynamic and visionary in the changes we make, 
we simply allow ourselves to become pawns of selfish, profit forces. 

Neither can we be entirely selfish. Montana is nothing without the United 
States and our people have always worked unsparingly in behalf of the national 
interest. Why do we become suddenly provincial when the national interest is at 
stake now? 

Not only is the national interest involved as a governmental unit but the na- 
tional interest of all of the people in a personal way. As our population grows 
the search for recreation will become greater and greater. What finer contribu- 
tion could Montana make to the general welfare than to provide a paradise of 
recreation and relaxation at Paradise? 

As I drive, so often, down the valley these days, I think mostly of how won- 
derful it would be to share it. I look at the barren hills that could envelope a 
beautiful lake. I envision moonlight trips in recreation boats that would sail 
over the hills I tramped as a kid. I think of the beauty and the opportunity 
that would be there for the Nation’s tired people. 

I shall probably never be able to return to live in my beloved valley until, 
like my parents I return to retire, but perhaps in Paradise others could estab- 
lish themselves. Just knowing a few more people might be able to live there 
would be a sharing that would make me glad. 

We may never have any giant industries in our area. There are some who 
think we might and some who think we wouldn’t. This is not of immediate im- 
portance to me. We could provide the power for industries nearby and if we 
cannot all live in the valley we could be close enough to come back often. 
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The great work Paradise would be doing for the State, region, and the 
Nation could make the hearts of every Montanan swell with pride—few States 
could make this contribution. Knowing the country needs what we can provide. 
we should be proud to be equal to the demands of our people and our country. 

The giant pulsing turbines, generating tremendous units of power from Para- 
dise can be added strength to the heartbeat of the Nation. 

This is the heritage I would wish to leave in my beloved valley. When my 
bones rest among the whispering pines may there also be the swoosh of a great 
lake, the pulsating of giant turbines, the happy voices of people who seek what- 
ever my valley has to offer. 

Paradise in dam or any other form could offer no more. 

Sincerely, 
GRETCHEN G. BILLINGS. 


‘HAMILTON, Mont., February 24, 1960. 
Hon. JAMES E. MurRax, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DeaAR SENATOR MuRRAY: In his letter to Congress accompanying the report of 
his Waterway Commission, President Theodore Roosevelt wrote: 

“Hvery stream should be used to itS utmost. No stream can be so used unless 
such use is planned far in advance. When such plans are met, we shall find 
that, instead of interfering, one use can often be made to assist another, Hach 
river system, from its headwaters in the forest to its mouth on the coast, is a 
single unit and should be treated as such.’ 

In adhering to this stated philosophy, President Roosevelt vetoed a number 
of bills which would have authorized private development of waterpower on 
Some of our Streams, and his successor in office, President Taft, did the same. 
After the second Roosevelt took office, multiple-purpose river development brought 
about the creation of TVA, and such dams as Grand Coulee and Bonneville on the 
Columbia. President Truman continued to adhere to this philosophy of maxi- 
mum development of our river systems. One of the monuments of his adminis- 
tration is Hungry Horse Dam in northwest Montana, a Federal multiple-purpose 
impoundment on the Columbia River system. 

The Eisenhower administration has had an entirely different philosophy. In 
advocating the “partnership” theory for the development of hydroelectric power, 
the present administration has brought about a serious problem in the Colum- 
bia Basin. The problem is how to provide the 27 million acre-feet of storage 
usable for power, flood -control, irrigation, and navigation, which the Army 
Corps of Engineers has shown will be necessary by 1975. Because of the 
“partnership” theory, and the sacred cow of private enterprise, private power 
companies with limited means have been licensed to construct, not maximum, 
but minimum developments that are causing the Engineers to literally scrape 
the barrel for dam locations necessary to provide the 27 million acre-feet of 
storage. 

Hells Canyon is an excellent example. This wild and rugged region of Idaho’s 
Snake River country provides one of the best sites in America for the construc- 
tion of a multi-purpose dam. The Army Engineers proposed such a dam, one 
that would cost $373 million, which would be the highest in the country, which 
would provide 900,000 kilowatts of firm power, and which would provide 2,600,000 
acre-feet of storage. Because of the nature of the country in which it would be 
built, recreation interests supported the Federal dam because it would do little 
damage to recreational resources, and because it would provide so much storage, 
which in turn would take the pressure off of other proposed damsites where con- 
‘struction would seriously impair recreational resources. 

The Eisenhower administration, however, did not support the Federal multiple- 
purpose development of Hells Canyon. Instead, the Idaho Power Co. was given 
the green light to step in on the “partnership” basis. The result is that instead 
of one big dam in Hells Canyon, there will be three smaller dams, one in the 
eanyon and two others farther upstream, privately owned by a private power 
company. And instead of providing maximum development, these three dams 
will furnish only 773,000 kilowatts of power and will store less than 2 million 
acre-feet of water. The American people will thus have lost approximately 
127,000 kilowatts of needed power, plus over 600,000 acre-feet of needed storage 
for flood control, irrigation, and navigation. This loss will have to be made 
up elsewhere. 
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There are, fortunately, other good sites for major dams in the Columbia 
drainage which will go a long way toward providing that needed 27 million 
acre-feet of storage. The proposed Libby Dam on the Kootenay River in north- 
western Montana is another which the recreation enthusiasts do not oppose. 
Libby would be an even more important project than would have been the big 
Hells Canyon Dam. The Libby Dam would provide 3,900,000 acre-feet of storage, 
and 1-million kilowatts of power. It would also cost less, about $275 million for 
the shorter 425-foot dam. It is understandable why the Engineers consider Libby 
such a good bargain, and so urge its construction. However, no private power 
company has yet expressed an interest in this site, and the Eisenhower admin- 
istration has been dragging its feet on the project. The exeuse offered is that 
because Libby would back water for 40 miles into Canada, it requires that coun- 
try’s approval. Canada, it should be noted, realizes the importance of maximum 
river development, and though it is a country with much less financial means 
than the United States, it has projected no less than nine dams for the Columbia 
River system in British Columbia. One of these is the giant Mica Creek project, 
70 miles north of Revelstroke, which will cost $400 million and which. will have 
a reservoir capacity of no less than 15 million acre-feet. This 600-foot dam will 
be a real contribution to steady waterflow in the. Columbia, and will, it is esti- 
mated, increase by more than 30 percent the industrial power output for the 
State of Washington. 

Because of the flooding of Canadian lands, Libby will cost the United States 
about $6 million in payments to Canada, mostly for the relocation of railroad 
line. This, of course, is peanuts. It would seem that the Eisenhower admin- 
istration would be wise to extend the meaning of “partnership,” by making 
Canada more of a partner in the development of Such an important project, 
which, of course, affects both countries. 

In 1957 the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers brought out its revised 308 report 
for the Columbia River. The main point of this review is that only through 
cooperation with Canada can this international river be controlled and developed 
toits utmost. Such cooperation could bring about, not a mere 27 million acre-feet 
of storage, but a maximum of 39.5 million acre-feet, giving us rea) security 
beyond 1975 in terms of flood control, hydroelectric power, irrigation, navigation, 
and so forth. 

The real stumbling block for the Engineers has not been this needed coopera- 
tion from Canada, which has shown a willingness to cooperate, best evidenced 
by the St. Lawrence project, but rather, the Engineers must first sell the American 
ie and most especially their Government, on the necessity of us doing our 
snare. 

This brings us to another natural damsite on the Columbia system, that of 
Paradise, on the Clark’s Fork River of Montana, near Missoula. Paradise 
would be second only to the proposed Nez Perce project on the Snake, in maximum 
water storage. Paradise would provide 4,080,000 acre-feet of usable storage, 
and, unlike Nez Perce, would not destroy any notable recreational resources. 
Nez Perce, though it would provide 800,000 acre-feet more storage than Para- 
dise, would just about destroy the valuable Salmon River anadromous fish 
resource. Paradise Dam would provide 432,000 kilowatts of power, much of it 
to be made available for Montana, which badly needs the industry such power 
would attract. 

Since 1948 we have been debating the pros and cons on the proposed Paradise 
Dam. You have seen the recreational interests come to the support of this vital 
project. You have seen the results of elections which have put local men into 
office who campaigned for Paradise Dam. You have seen the results of polls 
taken in the local areas to be affected, and which show a substantial majority 
in favor of this dam. You have seen who has been opposed: the vested interests 
who either want to maintain the status quo, or who stand to gain, so they think, 
by other, more limited developments. Now the bill which would authorize the 
construction of Paradise Dam is ready for Congress to act on. For the sake of 
our country and our country’s future, I urge the passing of this bill. ‘Then shall 
we return to that admirable philosophy first expounded by President Theodore 
Roosevelt so many years ago. 

Sincerely yours, 
MARK BoescuH. 
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Tue COMMITTEE FOR PARADISE DAM, 
Charlo, Mont., March $, 1960. 
Senator JaMes E. Murray, 
Chairman, Senate Interior Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 


Deak SENATOR Murray: Now that the report of the field hearing on 8. 1226, 
held in Missoula on December 15 is available, may I make some further com- 
ments on it, on behalf of the Committee for Paradise Dam. 

First, may I express our gratitude to Senators Gruening and Martin for the 
fair and efficient manner in which the hearing was conducted. This was rec- 
ognized even by opponents of the bill. Their floor leader thanked both the 
Senators for their “consideration.” 


TESTIMONY INADVERTENTLY OMITTED 


A section of the testimony submitted by the Committee for Paradise Dam, 
entitled “Limitation of River Development by Monopoly,’ was somehow omitted. 
May I furnish a copy with this letter and request that it be included in the 
record of the Washington, D.C., hearings on S. 1226 with this letter? 


COMMENTS ON OPPOSITION TESTIMONY 


On December 28 our committee filed supplementary testimony based on long- 
hand notes of the hearing. Now that the complete transcript is printed, may 
we make further comments, lest certain statements by one of the opposition’s 
key witnesses, Mr. J. E. Corette, president of Montana Power Co., lacking refu- 
tation, be accepted as correct. 

Mr. Corette’s testimony purported to show that Paradise Dam would be an 
uneconomic project, representing, as he said, “a loss to the American taxpayer 
over the life of the project of almost $1 billion.” Although there is no need to 
discuss all of his testimony, we should like to point out that this part of it in 
fact constituted one of the strongest arguments for Paradise Dam which has 
yet been advanced. It also offers a complete rebuttal to those who have tried 
to stir up resentment against Paradise by appealing to State and local pride and 
provincialism with the slogan “Montana water for Montana people” and by 
making the claim that Paradise is a project designed to penalize Montana and 
provide great benefits to downstream States for which they will pay nothing. 
The Committee for Paradise Dam has, of course, always maintained that this 
project would make the best possible use of Montana’s water for the benefit of 
Montana’s citizens. Our position has now been emphasized by Mr. Corette’s 
testimony, which shows that while the downstream States will receive benefits, 
they will pay very substantially for them, and that Montana will be a major 
beneficiary of these payments in lower electric bills. Aceording to Mr. Corette’s 
testimony, such benefits to Montana would amount to millions of dollars each 
year. 

Mr. Corette, replacing Corps of Engineers statistics with figures which suited 
his purposes, testified that the annual costs of Paradise would be $30,867,500, 
while the annual benefits, assuming the power were sold at present BPA rates, 
would be only $11,516,000. Noting that these figures would involve an annual 
loss of $19,351,000, Mr. Corette reached his conclusion of “almost $1 billion loss” 
to the American taxpayer over the 50-year payout period of the project. 


PARADISE DAM’S HIDDEN BONUS FOR MONTANA 


It is obvious that Mr. Corette’s conclusion is completely erroneous. The rea- 
son for this becomes apparent when we consider how incorrect are both his basic 
assumptions and his statistics. For instance, assuming for a moment that his 
statistics are acceptable, an analysis of his assumptions not only shows why 
his conclusion falls of its own weight, but also emphasizes the hidden bonus 
which Paradise can bring to Montana in the form of payments by the down- 
stream States for the power they would receive. 

You, as sponsor of S. 1226, are probably completely aware of this. Mr. 
Bessey mentioned it briefly, when he said “* * * the unit cost of power will be 
higher than it is in the system at large and you will get the benefits of the 
lower cost development on the system as a whole. * * *”* We apologize for not 
pointing this out more forcefully in our previous testimony. 


1 Knowles-Paradise hearing, Roy F. Bessey, p. 35. 





KNOWLES-PARADISE DAM PROJECT 513 


Mr. Corette, using unsupported figures, argues that the annual power costs 
of Paradise would be over $30 million. What he ignores is the basic require- 
ment of the Bonneville Act that “Rate schedules shall be drawn having regard 
to the recovery of the cost of producing and transmitting such electric energy, 
including the amortization of the capital investment over a reasonable period 
of years.”* Thus, at the end of fiscal 1958 BPA was $76,345,213 ahead of its 
repayment schedule, even though in 1958 it operated for the first time at a loss.’ 

In stating that the costs of Paradise would be borne by the taxpayers, Mr. 
Corette, like a very large number of opponents, who may have taken their cue 
from him, chose to ignore the fact that it is the ratepayers, not the taxpayers, 
who pay all power costs in the Bonneville system. 

When we follow through with this analysis we discover the hidden bonus 
which Paradise Dam will bring to Montana. Mr. Corette’s cost figure of some 
$30 million, if it were correct, would require a price of about 6.7 mills per 
kilowatt-hour for Paradise Dam’s 4% billion kilowatt-hours annually—if this 
power were sold as a separate block of energy from Paradise as an isolated 
project. But of course this power will not be sold separately, because section 
3(a) of S. 1226 requires that project power facilities shall be integrated into 
the Federal Columbia River power system, and as Mr. Corette testified: “The 
fact is that this power will be sold by Bonneville Power Administration at its 
regular rate which, according to its report, was 2.413 mills per kilowatt-hour 
in fiscal 1958.” * 

Actually, Mr. Corette’s figure of 2.413 mills is probably too low. The cheap 
projects have already been built. With Paradise Dam and other higher cost 
projects being integrated into the Bonneville system along with the older, 
lower cost projects, the overall system rate will have to be raised to keep BPA’s 
books in balance. For a few years it may operate at a deficit by living off its 
$76 million surplus, but sooner or later its rates will have to be raised slightly, 
as is recognized by almost everyone in the Pacific Northwest. 

What does this mean for Montana? First, it means that Paradise Dam 
constitutes a remarkable device to permit the electric consumers of Montana 
to participate in a substantial share of the benefits from the existing low-cost 
hydropower projects in the downstream States, such as Grand Coulee and 
Bonneville Dams. This is because the higher cost Paradise power will be 
diluted in the Federal system by this exceptionally low-cost power—and S. 1226: 
reserves to Montana the full amount of at-site power attributable to the project. 

Another way of stating this is to say that a large proportion of the cost of 
Paradise Dam will be borne by the ratepayers in the downstream States. For 
instance, using for the moment the power rate of 6.7 mills required by Mr. 
Corette’s annual power cost figure for Paradise of about $30 million, let us 
assume that the BPA average rate has risen from 2.4 to 2.7 mills. According 
to House Document 531, in the phase C system Paradise would produce 312,000 
kilowatts of prime power at site.© Thus, under 8S. 1226, Montana would receive 
from the Bonneville system some 312,000 kilowatts of prime power at 2.7 mills, 
although according to Mr. Corette, Paradise power would cost 6.7 mills to 
produce. The difference of 4 mills would have to be met by the increase in 
rates throughout the Bonneville system. 

Prime power is power available 8,760 hours of the year. Multiplying these 
figures we have: 312,000 times 8,760 times 4 mills equals $10,932,480. What this 
means is that Bonneville’s power consumers will be paying over $10 million per 
year of the costs of producing power actually sold and used in Montana. Most of 
these customers live in the downstream States. This is Montana’s “hidden 
bonus” in Paradise Dam. 

Yet some of the opponents of Paradise have described this project as a give- 
away of Montana’s water resources to the downstream States. As Mr. Corette’s 
figures demonstrate, it would actually mean a saving to Montana electric con- 
sumers of over $10 million a year. 

Whether we think of this as a contribution by the other States in the North- 
west for the benefits they receive, or merely as a saving in power costs in Mon- 
tana, the result is the same—the people of Montana would have $10 million 
more to spend each year in building the State’s economy or improving their 
standard of living. 


2 Bonneville Project Act, 1937, sec. 7. 

® Bonneville Power Administration report, 1958, p. 1. 

* Knowles-Paradise hearing, J. BE. Corette, p. 102. 

5H. Doc. 531, Mar. 20, 1950, Columbia River and Tributaries, p. 155. 
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While Mr. Corette’s singular choice of figures brings out this difference in 
cost of power at Paradise in glaring contrast to that of the earlier low-cost 
projects, it is,.of course, true that there will be a differential. Using the 
Corps’ figures Mr. Bessey computes the cost of Paradise power at 4.5 mills based 
on relocation costs which he deems excessive. Reducing the costs, which he 
believes can probably be done, could reduce the unit cost of power by as much 
as 0.7 mill. The differential would then be 3.8 minus 2.7, or 1.1 mill per kilo- 
watt-hour.® 312,000 times 8,760 times 1.1 equals $3,006,432. This would still 
leave a “hidden bonus” of $3,006,432. 

We are grateful to Mr. Corette for emphasizing—no matter how uninten- 
tionally—this special benefit which S. 1226 and Paradise Dam will bring to 
Montana’s people and to the State’s economy. 


LET’S USE A FAIR INTEREST RATE 


We would also like to comment briefly on several other points covered by 
Mr. Corette’s testimony. For instance to boost the annual cost of Paradise Dam 
and make it appear infeasible he used a rate of interest of 5 percent, which 
adds over $9 million a year to the correct figure based on an interest rate of 
2% percent. This alone constitutes almost one third of Mr. Corette’s $30 mil- 
lion annual cost figure. : 

During only 4 years of Bonneville Power Administration’s 21-year existence, 
has the average rate of interest on all marketable. Federal securities exceeded 
2.5 percent, and three of these years are 1957, 1958, and 1959, under the influence 
of the present administration’s “tight money” policies. The actual figures are :’ 


Average interest rate paid on all marketable securities 


Fiscal year: 


Since the average rate of interest is well below 2.5 percent, it is apparent that 
BPA has been more than carrying its own weight as to its financing, and has 
actually been paying the Treasury a rate of interest higher than what the Treas- 
ury has had to pay to obtain the money it “loaned” to Bonneville. Under these 
cireumstances it is difficult to understand why Mr. Corette thinks Paradise 
should be saddled with a 5 percent rate of interest, except that it seems to fit 
the purposes of his analysis—to make Paradise appear infeasible. 


THE FLOOD CONTROL BENEFITS OF PARADISE 


While thus increasing his cost estimates for Paradise Mr. Corette’s testimony 
also cuts down its benefits by using only $579,000 as its annual flood control con- 
tribution, although the Corps of Engineers’ review report credits it with $4,101,000 
for flood control as part of the basic flood control plan. He does this by assum- 
ing the existence in the system, before Paradise, of projects in Canada which 
have been under discussion between the United States and Canada for years, and 
which have not even been planned in detail. He seems unaware that in doing 
this he is not only assuming we should ask Canada to provide benefits we are 
perfectly capable of supplying ourselves, but is also accepting an obligation by 
this country to pay Canada in perpetuity for flood control benefits which could 
be written off at U.S. projects like Paradise in 50 years. This may suit Mr. 
Corette’s purposes, but it hardly seems to serve the economic interests of the 
United States. 


® Knowles-Paradise hearings, Roy F. Bessey, p. 39. 
7 Rural Electric Minuteman, No. 24, Oct. 12, 1958, p. 2. 
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IS MONTANA A FOREIGN COUNTRY? 


Mr. Corette further stated that the reservation to Montana of the full amount 
of the at-site prime power attributable to Paradise does not adequately protect 
the State’s interests, arguing that the State should also receive not less than half 
the power generated downstream from releases from the project. His argument 
for this position is that this is what Canada is demanding as the price of agree- 
ment in the international negotiations on cooperative development of the Colum- 
bia River. 

Apparently Mr. Corette believes that Montana’s relationship to the United 
States is the same as Canada’s, but there are some of us who just can’t see 
Montana as a foreign country. We feel very much a part of the United States. 
The difference between Paradise and a project in Canada is almost too obvious 
to require comment. Canadian projects will be built by Canada in Canada to 
develop Canadian resources with Canadian money spent in Canada. Paradise 
will be built by the U.S. Government in Montana to develop a national resource 
with funds appropriated by Congress, spent largely in Montana—an additional 
benefit to the State. One might ask whether Mr. Corette would be willing to 
pay in perpetuity to the United States one-half the benefits of the third generator 
installed at his company’s Kerr Dam as the result of storage at Hungry Horse, 
instead of the relatively small amount which Montana Power Co. will pay under 
section 10(f) of the Federal Power Act. 

In trying to treat two such different cases as if they were identical, Mr. 
Corette is apparently trying to confuse both the issues and Montana‘s citizens. 


LOW-COST POWER FOR INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT 


One more comment on Mr. Corrette’s testimony should be included here be- 
cause it demonstrates how far he is willing to go to paint Paradise with a black 
brush. He states: “Federal power alone will not attract industry.” This, of 
course, misstates the issue, since proponents of Paradise do not claim that 
Federal power alone will assure the industrial development Montana so des- 
perately needs. What we do claim is that low-cost power, plus water regulated 
for year-round supply, can be Montana’s strongest argument to attract new 
industry, and can undoubtedly be a decisive factor in much of the State’s future. 
industrial growth. 

In stating that Fort Peck and Canyon Ferry have not brought in new industry 
Mr. Corette proves nothing, since neither of these projects produces power at 
BPA’s low price level, and neither of them provided a large block of uncom- 
mitted low-cost power for use within Montana,.as Paradise will do. Fort Peck’s 
full capacity of 85,000 kilowatts is required to serve the preference customers in 
Montana and other States in the Missouri Basin, Canyon Ferry’s relatively 
small production of 50,000 kilowatts, as Mr. Corette well knows, is delivered to 
Montana Power Co., largely for its own system use and partly for wheeling to 
preference customers. Neither project made any substantial amount of power 
available to industry. Paradise Dam, on the other hand, would. provide twice 
as much prime power for Montana as Fort Peck and Canyon Ferry combined. 

The point is that neither Canyon Ferry nor Fort Peck ever provided a block 
of uncommitted low-cost power for Montana in any way comparable to that 
from Paradise Dam. On the other hand, the one project which did provide such 
power, Hungry Horse, has been one of the major factors in the industrial growth 
of the western part of the State during the past decade. 

As if to give the coup de grace to his anti-industry argument, Mr. Corette 
quoted Electrical World magazine of October 5, 1959, as stating that new steam- 
electric generating stations in the Ohio Valley now have power costs as low as 
2.26 mills per kilowatt-hour. What Electrical World does provide in the issue 
referred to is a tabulation of cost data on 55 modern steam stations. The article 
states: 

“New steam powerplants produced energy in 1958 at an average cost of al- 
most exactly 7 mills per net kilowatt-hour.” ® 

“The average of all fixed charges was 3.32 mills and the average of all produc- 
tion charges 3.72 mills per net kilowatt-hour.” ® 


8 Electrical World, Oct. 5, 1959, p. 72. 
' ®Tbid., p. 73. 
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Included among the plants in the tabular listing is an unidentified plant No. 
359. The power costs of this plant are summarized as follows in the tabulation : 


Cost of energy (mills per kilowatt-hour) 


Fixed charges 
Computed at (5) 
Operating charges 


“Annual costs after amortization in 50 years might be of the order of $144 mil- 
lion, with unit costs of only about one-third of a mill per kilowatt-hour at site’ 
(Knowles-Paradise hearing, testimony of Roy F. Bessey, p. 140). 

The one item selected and used by Mr. Corette gives a completely false pic- 
ture of the situation as reported by the story he referred to. Of the 55 sta- 
tions included in Electrical World’s listing No. 359 is the only one which has 
its fixed charges listed as zero. As stated above, the average fixed cost is 3.32 
mills. 

“Investment charges and fuel cost, along with plant factor, exerted the 
greatest leverage on the cost of energy produced by reporting stations * * * 
67 percent of stations reporting computed carrying charges of more than 13 
percent ;” * 

There is no explanation of why this particular plant selected by Mr. Corette 
requires no listing of the cost of depreciation and interest on investment and 
similar fixed costs, but it is obvious that no plant, whether publicly or privately 
owned, can actually operate without such costs; so it must be assumed that 
these costs are carried either in some other account or on some other organiza- 
tion’s books. Mr. Corette’s representation of such partial accounting as show- 
ing low “power costs” and his use of it as an argument against a great project 
like Paradise Dam constitutes either a shocking attempt to mislead the com- 
mittee and the Congress or a misunderstanding of power economics which is al- 
most unthinkable in a former president of Edison Electric Institute. 

Respectfully, 
FRANCcEs D. Loan, Secretary. 


{From the Congressional Record, Mar. 21, 1960] 
THE CONTRIBUTION OF HunGRY Horse DAM 


Mr. Murray. Mr. President, I rise to make a progress report on the con- 
tribution of Hungry Horse Dam to the economy of Montana and the Nation, 
one the potential contribution of another even greater development in my 

tate. 

Hungry Horse Dam is the one former President Truman wisely told his Mon- 
tana audience to take a good look at, because it would be a long time until they 
saw another one rise if the Republicans gained power. 

Hungry Horse Dam was bitterly opposed by the private power companies and 
— shortsighted interests. But nowadays Hungry Horse Dam is quite respect- 
able. 

The Spokane Spokesman-Review which Harry Truman called the second-worst 
paper in the country—as to its editorials I would classify it as the worst—re- 
cently printed a fair news story detailing the tremendous progress of Columbia 
Falls since construction of Hungry Horse Dam nearby. The Great Northern 
Railway, in its recent brochure entitled “Great Resources,” points out how this 

- “single development”—Hungry Horse Dam—helped open new industrial horizons 
in the Flathead Valley. As one example, the brochure points out that the Ana- 
—— Co. invested $60 million for a new aluminum reduction plant at Columbia 

alls. 

I might mention that the positive attitude of the Great Northern Railway, 
whose management realizes the immense benefit to business created by Federal 
multipurpose dams along its line, is in marked contrast to the shortsighted, poor 
business attitude of the Northern Pacific Railroad, which is violent in its opposi- 


10 Tbid., . 80-81. It m 7 be remarked parenthetically that, if the fixed charges for 


Paradise’ ae omitted, ” Bi be possible after the dam has been paid for, power from 
Paradise would cost 6. 


4 Hlectrical World, Set. . "1989, p. 72. 
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tion to the proposed new dam in the Clark Fork-Flathead Basin of western 
Montana. Let me say for the record now, in case anyone chances to turn to it 
some 10 or 20 years from now, that I predict the Northern Pacific Railroad—if 
it is still running—will eventually brag about Paradise or Knowles Dam, which- 
ever is built in the Clark Fork-Flathead Basin. For the dam which would be: 
authorized by S. 1226 will bring even greater benefits to the people and busi- 
nesses of Montana than the remarkably successful Hungry Horse Dam. 

One of the baleful predictions made by opponents of Hungry Horse Dam—now 
being made by opponents of Paradise Dam—was that it would create a sea of 
mud. The Hungry Horse News, published at Columbia Falls by Mr. Mel 
Ruder, reports what happened to that prediction in a recent issue. Let me 
quote from the article entitled “Hungry Horse Dam Creates Flathead Jobs” : 

“Prediction that Hungry Horse Dam would create a 34-mile-long lake with 
mudflats fell flat. The lake filled to capacity June 9, 1954, and each summer 
since that time has been full. 

The Hungry Horse News goes on to point out that “in 1954, Hungry Horse 
prevented a repetition of the damaging 1948 flood.” 

Further, the News reported that the dam “has returned $16,730,000 in earnings: 
from power sales, and it is expected that the entire cost of the project will be. 
paid before the anticipated 50-year payoff period ends.” 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to have printed in the Reeord, immedi- 
ately following these remarks, the full text of the articles to which I have re- 
ferred, which appeared in the January 31 issue of the Spokane Spokesman- 
Review, Great Resources Brochure No. 14, published by the Great Northern Rail- 
way, and the February 26 issue of the Hungry Horse News. 

There being no objection, the articles were ordered to be printed in the Record, 
as follows: 

“(From the Spokane Spokesman-Review, Jan. 31, 1960] 


“TOWN LOOKS FOR MORE PROSPERITY 


“CoLUMBIA FALLS, MONT., January 30.—Columbia Falls, a Montana city that 
doubled its population in the past decade, expects continued growth in the 1960's. 

“This is a town with industrial jobs, 5 minutes from trout streams and 17 miles 
west of Glacier National Park. 

“The 1950 census showed Columbia Falls as having 1,232 residents. Postmaster. 
Dudley W. Green estimates population now at 2,500, and the number of Pacific 
Power & Light residential customers has likewise doubled since 1950. 


“NEW PLANT OPENED 


“Important date for Columbia Falls was August 15, 1955, when the Anaconda 
Aluminum Co. plant was dedicated. The plant is the only aluminum producer im 
the Treasure State and employs 580 men. More than half the employees live 
in or near Columbia Falls with the balance in other Flathead area communities. 

“Bringing the industrial job total in Columbia Falls to more than 1,000 are 
the 400 men who work at the four local lumber mills, Stoltze Land & Lumber 
Co., Superior Buildings Co., and Rocky Mountain Lumber Co. Plum Creek, em- 
ploying 200 men, located here in 1945; Rocky Mountain in 1948. 

“Columbia Falls, hub of the Flathead’s lumber industry, shipped a record 3,946 
carloads of lumber over the Great Northern Railway in 1959. This compares 
with 3,342 carloads in 1957 and a record for the time of 779 carloads in 1947. 


“FOREST IS SOURCE 


“Most of the timber milled here comes from Flathead National Forest which 
is cutting at the sustained-yield figure that can be maintained. 

“Columbia Falls is proud of its school and church growth. 

“There is a new 18-room school erected in 1953-54 through Federal grants 
totaling $600,000 that came as a result of Hungry Horse Dam. 

“Montana’s largest concrete dam was started in 1948. The 564-foot-high strue- 
ture was considered complete January 1, 1953. 


“NEW HIGH SCHOOL 


“Slated for dedication next March is the new 600-student, $1,660,000 Columbia 
Falls district high school. The structure covers 113,000 square feet. 

“Columbia Falls is a city that in 1946 had just one resident pastor. Now there 
are 10 churches. First mass was held in the new $200,000 St. Richard’s Catholie 
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Church Thanksgiving week. Local Methodists dedicated their new Sunday 
school and fellowship wing November 22. The Assembly of God dedicated its 
new Columbia Falls church January 1, and last spring local Baptists moved into 
their new church.” 


“(From the Great Northern Railway Co. Brochure No. 14] 


“FLATHEAD VALLEY INDUSTRIAL AND AGRICULTURAL MIGHT AMID SCENIC 
GRANDEUR 


“Nestled below the western slopes of the Rocky Mountains in northwestern 
Montana is the picturesque valley of the Flathead River. Farmers from Idaho 
and California, who recognized the richness of the 300,000 acres of soil on the 
valley floor, settled here and broke the first sod in the late 1880’s. A lack of 
transportation restricted their markets until the Great Northern Railway crossed 
the valley with its mainline in 1891, opening the valley to national markets, and 
spurring logging operations which had developed soon after the settlers arrived. 

“Industrial development is more recent. Just as the availability of transpor- 
tation helped the valley blossom into a full-fledged economic community, so has a 
single development helped open new industrial horizons in the valley. 

“The new project was harnessing ‘the thundering Flathead River to produce 
power at reasonable rates. Hungry Horse Dam tames the mighty river’s South 
Fork long enough to churn out 285,000 kilowatts of power. This factor, plus 
the abundance of water which flows from nearby mountains, is bringing new 
industry to the Flathead Valley. One example: Anaconda invested $60 million 
for a new aluminum reduction plant at Columbia Falls, a few miles downstream 
from Hungry Horse Dam. The operation, Anaconda’s first venture into the 
aluminum field, employs 600 persons and produces 60,000 tons of aluminum 
annually. 

“The Pacific Power & Light Co., a private utility, and Flathead Electric Co- 
operative, Inc., a public utility, distribute abundant supplies of power through 
the valley for farm, home, and industry. 

“But new industry is not diminishing the importance of agriculture to the 
valley. The rich soil and nurturing climate, typical of sheltered mountain valleys, 
combined with new farming and irrigation techniques contribute an important 
share of the valley’s income through agriculture. The valley is known for its 
seed potatoes and seed peas; for its sweet cherries which are cultivated on the 
eastern shores of Flathead Lake. But it also produces a significant volume of 
field crops such as wheat, barley, hay, oats; and small fruits such as apples. 
Much of the grain and hay is consumed by dairy cattle, still another important 
agricultural factor in the valley. 

“Great forests of the valley and nearby mountain slopes put logging and forest 
products high on the list of valley industry. Among the important activties: 
manufacture and treating of railroad ties; production of plywood; lumber mill- 
ing; growing and marketing a substantial share of the Nation’s Christmas trees. 
The Flathead National Forest, which nearly surrounds the valley and is managed 
on a sustained yield basis, provides much of the raw material for the lumber 
industry. 

“Mountains, an abundance of waterways, winter snow, and mild climate make 
the Flathead Valley a natural recreational area. Within a few minutes drive is 
Glacier National Park, Flathead and ‘Whitefish Lakes—two of the continent’s 
most beautiful freshwater lakes. Boating, fishing, swimming, hunting both big 
game and waterfowl, golfing, skiing—the recreational opportunities are 
unlimited. 

“The Great Northern transcontinental mainline opens the Flathead Valley to 
national markets by rail; Federal Highways 2 and 93 provide north-south and 
east-west access for residents and visitors. 

“About one-third of the valley residents live in the county seat of Kalispell 
(population 11,000), which also serves as a distribution center for forest and 
farm: products. Whitefish (population 5,000) provides important impetus for 
oo — lumber industry, besides being a gateway to much of its vacation 

elights. 

“Columbia Falls (population 2,000) , home of ‘Anaconda’s aluminum reduction 
plant, also serve the North Fork River country where some of Montana’s largest 
lumber mills and logging operations are located. 

“Somers, one of the valley’s smaller communities, boasts thriving plywood and 
tie-treating plants. The town is on the northern shore of Flathead Lake,” 
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“(From the Hungry Horse News, Feb. 26, 1960] 


“Hunery Horse Dam CREATES FLATHEAD JOBS 


“Fateful decade in the Flathead was the 1950’s that saw first power produced 
at Hungry Horse Dam, October 1, 1952, and then August 15, 1955, dedication of 
the Anaconda Aluminum Co. plant 2 miles northeast of Columbia Falls. 

“The Flathead was fortunate to have an aluminum plant under construction 
even as the big dam was being completed. Burning in the night as President’s 
Truman’s special train pulled into Columbia Falls were brush clearing piles 
at the future site of the Anaconda Aluminum Co. plant. Plant construction 
years were 1953, 1954, and 1955. Peak employment was 1,600. 

“Plant construction eased the transition from dam building to these years. 
Anaconda Aluminum Co. employment averaged near 600 jobs. Many other jobs 
in the Flathead were created in professions, services, and trades as a result 
of the new plant with its 600 employees. 

“Prime contract to build Hungry Horse Dam was awarded General-Shea- 
Morrison, combination of 12 firms, April 21, 1948. Total prime contract was 
given as $48,061,070. After 1 million cubic yards of rock and surface material 
was excavated, first concrete placing took place September 7, 1949. 

“The Hungry Horse News presented a week-to-week progress story of Hungry 
Horse Dam construction. First picture of the project appeared in our volume 
1, No. 1, issue published October 8, 1946, and showed the drilling rig at the 
future site of Hungry Horse Dam. 

“October 4, 1952, saw last concrete placed in mass of dam itself. November 
2, 1952, was visitors’ day with 814 cars carrying 3,500 persons driving across the 
massive dam. 

“Top concrete placing month was July 1951, with the tally 235,649 cubic yards. 

“Total cost of the project was $101,500,000 compared to $108,800,00 stated as 
anticipated cost when the project started in 1948. 

“Building Hungry Horse resulted in more than 17 million man-hours being 
worked in Montana. Manufacture of cement, electrical equipment, reinforce- 
ment steel and other products for the dam was considered to have created 
equally as many man-hours of employment in a score of different States. 

“Howard 8. Latham, Bureau of Reclamation safety and labor relations officer, 
gave the man-hours worked per year as follows: 2,723,862 in 1949; 3,288,079 
(not including 500,000 man-hours logging the reservoir area) in 1950; 4,991,305 
in 1951, and 3,600,000 man-hours worked in 1952. 

“The project was built without a single regular strike, and completed ahead 
of schedule. 

“Peak employment building Hungry Horse Dam was 2,500 and the construc- 
tion payrolls brought growth and prosperity to the Flathead. Annual construc- 
tion payrolls were considered $8,500,000. 

“Wage pattern in the area in 1948 saw common laborers’ pay at $1.25 an 
hour. The first General-Shea-Morrison contract in 1948 established $1.3714 
an hour construction base for common labor. This was increased to $1.50 in 
1950; $1.67144 in 1951 and $1.79 in 1952. Many men worked 7 days a week 
as construction started in spring, continuing into the fall, and then winter 
layoff for many. 

“The year 1953 saw construction windup. Clyde H. Spencer, project construc- 
tion engineer for the Bureau of Reclamation, left July 19 to become Bureau 
chief for California. David Culver succeeded him. C. W. ‘Smoky’ Wood, 
project manager for General-Shea-Morrison; E. W. Simpson, General-Shea- 
Morrison general superintendent, and D. H. Henderson, General-Shea-Morrison 
office manager, left that year.” 


The Cuairman. Senator Mansfield, we are glad to have you here, 
too. You may proceed with your statement. 


STATEMENT OF HON. MICHAEL J. MANSFIELD, A U.S. SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF MONTANA 


Senator Mansriztp. Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to appear before 
your committee this morning, together with my distinguished col- 
leagues from Montana, our senior Senator, James E. Murray, and 

51313—60—pt. 23 
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Congressman Lee Metcalf, in support of S. 1226 which would author- 
ize the construction of a hydroelectric power project in a stretch of the 
Flathead River in western Montana. 

The keyto the comprehensive development of the West and the 
less populated areas of this country, is the utilization of our vast store- 
house of natural resources. Perhaps the greatest of these is the hydro- 
electric power potential which exists in such an abundance. It is in 
this area that the State of Montana has much to offer. 

Montana has not had a major power project under construction 
for 10. years, and during this period Montana’s economic condition 
has been at somewhat of a standstill. Conditions in many of the 
State’s basic industries have been depressed from time to time and 
the improvements have been generally limited to defense facilities and 
fousiern which is rapidly becoming a major source of income for the 

tate. 

The State of Montana is eager to be developed and the Treasure 
State has much to offer. I also recognize that we have limitations, 
the State’s isolated position, the weather, unfavorable freight rates, 
taxes,and soon. But these factors are changing and can be changed. 

Perhaps the largest attraction Montana can provide to industry 
is its great sources of hydroelectric power. Electric energy is basic 
to most industry today. Private utilities cooperating with the Fed- 
eral projects provide the energy needs of the people of Montana, but 
this is not enough. We need large blocks of uncommitted power 
which will induce industrial development. Industry will not seek 
out a location and then proceed to look for power, but they will go 
where there are large blocks of low-cost power already available. 

Hungry Horse met this need in northwestern Montana. This 
project provides the electric energy for the Anaconda Aluminum Co., 
the Victor Chemical Co., the Diamond Match Co., and a number of 
smaller lumber operations. I daresay that these people would not be 
there except for Hungry Horse. 

What Montana needs is several more Hungry Horse projects 
throughout the State. The sites are available for development. It 
is my sincere hope that the Yellowtail Dam project will become a 
reality in a few years, as it is anticipated and hoped that actual con- 
struction will be started in the next fiscal year. Libby Dam is ready 
to go, but is being held up by international complications. The 
Clark Fork-Flathead area of western Montana provides another site 
for a multipurpose development. The provisions of the legislation 
being considered today will make this development possible. 

I have always said that there is room for both private and public 
power development in the United States and in recent years I think 

“a lot of unnecessary confusion has been cleared away and both par- 
ties see the necessity to cooperate. Private utilities take care of their 
private consumers and expand their facilities to meet the increased 
load, but their interests do not extend into the field of large multi- 
purpose projects with their many benefits in addition to power 
generation. 

A private utility’s outlook is far more limited because of economic 
necessity and good business requirements. A project like the 
Knowles development will also provide flood control, irrigation, and 
recreational benefits. Each has a very important part to play in 
making Montana truly the Treasure State. 
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I am not an engineer and make no pretense about being able to 
judge the engineering feasibility of a project or deciding which is the 

t project. However, these Federal developments will receive my 
support if they meet the criteria I have set down for my own 
purposes. 

Is there a need? The future economic development of Montana 
and existing difficulties support a project on the Flathead River. 

Is the plan feasible? The Corps of Army Engineers and the 
Bureau of Reclamation have this responsibility. Existing reports 
and statistics indicate that a project in the Clark Fork-Flathead 
Basin is desirable. 

Do a majority of the people directly affected in the area of the 
project favor it? That is what we hope to ascertain from the various 
field hearings. and the testimony gathered here in Washington. I 
am interested in the feelings of those folks who live in the Flathead 
and the surrounding area, not the generated opinions from far and 
wide, beyond the area in question. 

Finally, it is vital that there be an absolute quarantee to Montana 
of a maximum amount of power generated by this facility for use 
within the State of Montana. 

The Paradise-Knowles project has an important role to play in the 
whole scheme of hydroelectric generation in the Columbia River 
Basin, but its primary benefit must be for Montana and its residents. 

I wish to discuss briefly a matter which always develops when 
projects of this kind are considered. I wish to reiterate that these 
projects are repayable, with interest, to the Federal Government over 
a 50-year period, and they represent an investment in America’s. 
future. These projects create temporary dislocation, but to a mini- 
mum and the end result far exceeds the inconvenience. 

These projects create employment, increase the valuation of the 
counties concerned, lower power rates, bring new industries, and 
broaden the local, State, and Federal tax base with expanded eco- 
nomic development. 

The construction of these multipurpose hydroelectric power proj- 
ects is an investment in the future. Since we say we are the most 
powerful Nation in the world, then I say the U.S. Government can 
well afford to invest in the future development of the natural re- 
sources of the Nation for the benefit of all our people. This can be 
a record to which we can point with pride. Before I conclude, I 
want to again emphasize the three points I have already alluded to: 

1. The project must be feasible; 

2. The project must be supported by the majority of the peo- 
ple concerned ; 

3. There must be power preference for Montana. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope that your committee will be able to give 
early and favorable consideration to this legislation which will au- 
thorize a multipurpose development in the State of Montana. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you very much. 

Does any member of the committee have a question for either of the 
Senators from Montana? 

Senator Brste. No, thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. If not, we thank you, Senators. 

We are very happy to have Congressman Metcalf with us this 
morning, for a statement. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. LEE METCALF, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MONTANA 


Mr, Mercar. For the record, I am Lee Metcalf, and I represent 
the First District of Montana. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to join Senator Mur- 
ray and Senator Mansfield in support of S. 1226, to authorize 
Knowles Dam, the largest multipurpose project that can be built in the 
United States without either international complications or whole- 
sale destruction of fishery and wildlife resources. 

I have with me today a brief statement for the hearing record, 
which I shall summarize and then leave with you, if I may. 

As you know, I have cosponsored this measure in the House, as 
H.R, 5144. 

Both Paradise and Knowles are feasible. Paradise has the sup- 
port of the rials aaeiny number of local people according to the 
record of field hearings both by the Corps of Engineers and this 
subcommittee. 

Senator Murray touched on that overwhelming support. The 
chairman mentioned our relations with Canada. Both Paradise and 
Knowles are endangered by negotiations now going on between the 
United States and Canada. 

As you know, United States and Canadian officials are negotiating 
now on cooperative use of storage of water of the Columbia River 
system. On December 29, 1959, negotiators of the International 
Joint Commission recommended adoption of certain principles. 
One of them provides that the so-called storage credit positions of 


upstream storage will not adversely be affected by the addition of 
subsequent storage. ; isha 
Adoption of this principle and of a base which includes upstream 


“lock in” underdevelopment in the United 


storage in Canada will 
States. 

If downstream benefits are alloted first to Canadian storage, the 
great majority of such available benefits will be lost forever to such 
projects as Paradise or Knowles, seriously damaging, if not com- 
pletely destroying their feasibility. di 

This makes imperative a prompt decision on such key develop- 
ments as Paradise or Knowles. 

We must use them or lose them. 

Because the departmental report by the Department of Interior 
has just been submitted, I have only had time to glance at it. It 
is critical of certain sections of S, 1226. _ 

I would appreciate it if the committee would allow me a few 
extra days to provide additional comments on that report. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you, Congressman. 

(The formal statement of Mr. Metcalf follows :) 


STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE METCALF 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to appear in support of S. 
1226, to authorize Knowles Dam, the largest multipurpose project that can be 
built in the United States without either international complications or whole- 
sale destruction of fishery resources. 

As you know from your study of this bill, which I have cosponsored as H.R. 
5144, it differs significantly in a number of ways from the usual project author- 


ization. 
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One is that instead of fixing the site exactly, our bills give the Secretary 
of the Interior authority to locate the dam at that point in a 10-mile stretch of 
river at which it would best promote the irrigation and reclamation of arid 
lands, control floods, improve navigation, conserve and develop wildlife, provide 
recreation, generate electric energy, and encourage economic development. 

The major question remaining after a review by the Corps of Engineers of 
its House Document 531, 81st Congress, the so-called master plan for develop- 
ment of the Columbia River and its tributaries, comes down to two alternative 
locations, each a part of a different control-development plan for the Clark 
Fork-Flathead Basin. Each plan has its advantages and disadvantages. 

The corps recommended construction of Knowles on the Flathead River just 
above its confluence with the Clark Fork as part of its so-called plan 2, which 
also includes Ninemile Prairie Dam on the upper Clark Fork, and the Flat- 
head Lake outlet channel improvement. 

The latter, which consists of deepening the outlet channel between Flathead 
Lake and Kerr Dam to permit increased flows of water solely for flood control, 
also is a part of the corps plan 1, which consists of Paradise Dam on the 
Clark Fork, 6 miles downstream from the Knowles site and 4 miles below the 
confluence of the Flathead and Clark Fork Rivers. 

A third alternative would substitute a commercial development, Buffalo Rapids 
No. 4, for either Knowles or Paradise. This substitution would require reaching 
out into the rest of the basin for lost storage. It would require the supple- 
mentary projects of plan 2 and, in addition, Spruce Park on the Flathead’s 
middle fork, and Smoky Range, on the north fork 50 miles below the inter- 
national boundary. The latter would flood more than 8,000 acres of Glacier 
National Park. 

The major weakness of plan 3, not now under active consideration because 
the Montana Power Co. has withdrawn its application for Buffalo Rapids 
No. 4 pending a decision on the legislation before you, is that the major con- 
servation organizations are strongly opposed to Smoky Range, a key storage 
feature. 

Conservationists also oppose Spruce Park, a part of plan 3, and Ninemile 
Prairie, a part of plan 2 made necessary because of the failure of Knowles to 
provide any control of the upper Clark Fork. 

Boiled down, the argument for Knowles is that it would cost less—approxi- 
mately half that of Paradise. At half the price, it would provide three-fourths 
of the storage, half the power. 

But Knowles does not fully develop the available resources. Paradise does. 
In the words of the recent Corps of Engineers review report on House Document 
531, “Comparison of plans 1 and 2 reveals that plan 1 provides a larger resource 
development, but does so at a much higher cost.” 

Both Paradise and Knowles are feasible. Paradise has the support of an 
overwhelming number of local people, according to the record of field hearings 
both by the Corps of Engineers and this subcommittee. Both are endangered 
by negotiations now going on between the United States and Canada. 

As you know, United States and Canadian officials are negotiating now on 
cooperative use of storage of waters of the Columbia River. On December 29, 
1959, negotiators recommended adoption of certain principles. Among them is 
“Power Principle No. 3,” which follows: 

“The amount of power benefits considered to result in the downstream 
country from regulation of flow by storage in the upstream country should 
be determined in advance by computing the difference between the amount 
of power that would be produced at the downstream plants with the storage 
regulation and the amount that would be produced without such regulation. 
This determination would be made on the assumption that upstream storage 
is added at an agreed-upon level or condition of storage’ and power supply. 
The storage credit position of the upstream storage thus established should 
be preserved throughout the period of the agreement.” 

In the discussion of this principle which followed, negotiators include a 
“suggestion” that negotiations “utilize as a base system the developments 
existing and under construction on January 29, 1959.” This base system con- 
sists of eight projects—Kootenay Lake, Hunrgy Horse, Flathead Lake, Albeni 
Falls, Coeur d’Alene Lake, Grand Coulee, Chelan and Brownlee. The Inter- 
national Joint Commission report continues: 

“It is intended under this principle to provide that the credit positions of 
the storages thus established will not be adversely affected by the addition of 
subsequent storage,” in the words of the report. 
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If downstream benefits are allotted first to Canadian storage, the great 
majority of such available benefits will be lost forever to projects proposed 
in the United States, seriously damaging, if not destroying, their feasibility. 

This makes imperative a prompt decision on such key developments as 
Paradise or Knowles. We must use them, or lose them. 

Because of the delay in preparation of the departmental report from the 
Department of the Interior, I have only had time to glance at it. I would 
appreciate it if the committee would allow me to provide additional comments 
for the hearing record on that departmental report within a few days. 

Senator Axtotr. May I ask you two or three questions, 
Congressman. 

This is a new project to me. Will you locate this dam. This is 
on Clark River? 
wane Mercatr. Clark Fork River, a tributary of the Columbia 

iver. 

Senator Axxorr. I just want to get this located in my mind. It 
flows to the northwest ? 

General Itscuner. This is the Flathead River, flowing in this 
direction where just below the Knowles damsite joins the Clark Fork 
River and together they form the Clark Fork and go northwest. 

Senator Attorr. That is all I wanted to know. 

Mr. Mercatr. Knowles Dam is on the Flathead. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you. General Itschner will give us in- 
formation on it. You say the people who are in your district, and 
you represent the district where both of these locations are, are 
enthusiastically in favor of doing something up there? 

Mr. Mercatr. The overwhelming number of the people in my dis- 
trict are in favor of one or the other of these dams. Most of them 
are in favor of Paradise Dam. 

I made this an issue in every one of the towns in the last campaign. 
For the first time in history, I carried every single one of the towns 
in Lake County. 

The CHarrman. Was your opponent opposed to it? 

Mr. Mercautr. My opponent was absolutely opposed to Paradise, 
Knowles, or any resource development. 

Senator Bratz. May I ask just one question, Mr. Chairman? 

The Cuairman. Certainly. 

Senator Brstz.: What is the status of your companion bill on the 
House side? 

Mr. Mercatr. The departmental report has just been filed and no 
hearings have been held. 

Senator Brste. Thank you. 

Senator Auiorr. How big a place is Knowles? 

Mr. Mercatr. Knowles is just the name of the site of the dam. 

Senator Attorr. You spoke of some towns that would be inun- 
‘dated. Isit St. Regis; is St. Regis one of them ? 

Mr. Mercatr. Yes. 

Senator Atiorr. How big is it? 

Mr. Mercatr. They are all small communities. St. Regis is about 
500. Dixon is smaller, about 132. Perma is less than a hundred. 

This is where the Indian agency is. In 1950 the population of 
Moiese was seven people. 

The Cxatrman. Does this involve any question about Indian rights 
to water ? 
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<7 Mercatr. Yes, sir. There is a serious question of Indian 
rights. 

Senator Attorr. Has it been settled ? 

Mr. Mercatr. No, that would have to be negotiated after the dam 
was authorized, along the lines of the negotiations we had on Yellow- 
tail Dam with which this committee is familiar. 

Senator Attorr. We had a lot of negotiations whether it was worth 
$1 million, $5 million, or $50 million. Are we going to have the 
same argument ? 

Mr. Mercatr. I can anticipate a very similar argument as to the 
rights of the Flathead Indian Tribe for the land that is inundated 
and for powersites that would be inundated upstream as a result of 
the construction of this dam. 

Senator Attorr. There is no argument about the value of the land 
that would be involved in the Flathead Indian reservation? You 
ought to be able to appraise that pretty accurately. 

Mr. Mertcatr. No. The principal argument is that the Indians 
have two powersites that are feasible for smaller development, run- 
of-the-river dams, and the Montana Power Co, has previously made 
a preliminary application to the Federal Power Commission to build 
dams at those sites. 

The question is the same as the question we had on Yellowtail, 
whether or not the Indians should be compensated for the power 
value of those powersites. 

That would have to be a subject of negotiation after authorization 
of this project. 

Senator Axttorr. Would it not be a lot simpler sometime if they 
were negotiated in advance ? 

Mr. Mercatr. We have no authority to negotiate until there is some 
authorization. 

Senator Autorr. It would certainly be simpler, would it not? 

Mr. Mercatr. Yes. 

Senator Attorr. After you get the dam built then the price really 
goes We 

Mr. Mercatr. We negotiated on Yellowtail between the time of 
the authorization which was in the Flood Control Act of 1944, and 
the time that the appropriation for the beginning of construction 
was made. 

That was a part of the regular procedure of acquisition of land 
for the dam construction. ' 

We acquired that from the Indians in the same way that we 
acquired land from the other individuals as a part of the starting 
of construction. 

But, of course, we had different. legal problems in acquisition of 
Indian land, such as treaty problems and Indian ownership, that 
we didn’t have in acquisition and condemnation of private land. 

Senator Attorr. Thank you very much, Mr. Metcalf. 

Mr. Mercatr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. General Itschner. 
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STATEMENT OF LT. GEN. E. C. ITSCHNER, CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS; ACCOMPANIED BY LT. COL. JAMES A. 
VIVIAN, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF CIVIL WORKS FOR NORTH- 
WESTERN DIVISIONS ; HENRY C. C. WEINKAUFF, CHIEF, PROJECT 
DEVELOPMENT BRANCH, CIVIL WORKS DIVISION, OFFICE, CHIEF 
OF ENGINEERS; MILTON A. PEARL, CHIEF, LEGISLATIVE SERV- 
ICES BRANCH, REAL ESTATE DIVISION, OFFICE, CHIEF OF ENGI- 
NEERS; AND BERNARD J. WITZIG, PROJECT DEVELOPMENT 
BRANCH, CIVIL WORKS DIVISION, OFFICE, CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 


General Irscuner. Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to be here. 

The Cuarrman. Weare happy to have you here. 

General Irscuner. I am pleased to be here today as you requested 
to make a statement on S. 1226, a bill which would authorize the 
Knowles Dam project and to answer any questions you may have on 
the matter. 

S. 1226 would authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct 
and operate the Knowles Dam project substantially in accordance 
with the physical plans set out in the Columbia River review report of 
the Corps of Engineers completed during the 86th Congress for the 
rare of irrigation and reclamation, flood control, navigation, wild- 

ife conservation, recreation, power, and encouraging economic 
development. 

On the 9th of January 1960, I submitted my proposed review 
report on the Columbia River Basin authorized by several resolu- 
tions of the Senate and House Committees on Public Works to the 
Governors of the basin States and to other interested Federal agencies 
for comment as required by law or agreement. 

After exhaustive study, including that by my division engineer, 
North Pacific division, and review by the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors and by my staff, I have recommended authoriza- 
tion of certain additional projects, including the Knowles Dam pro- 
ject for the development of the water resources of the Columbia 
River Basin. 

The Knowles project would be located on the Flathead River, 
Mont., about 2% miles above the junction with the Clark Fork 
River, and about 5 miles upstream from the town of Paradise. 

The reservoir would control the drainage from an area of 9,000 
square miles. 

Records indicate an average annual discharge of 11,600 cubic feet 
per second, which is the equivalent of 8,282,000 acre-feet per annum. 

The dam on the river section would be an earthfill enbankment 
with a maximum height of 266 feet above the streambed. It would 
extend from the right abutment 2,050 feet to a concrete gravity spill- 
way and intake structure, and a nonoverflow left abutment section 
totaling 1,680 feet long. 

The powerhouse at the intake structure would house four units 
of 64,000 kilowatts each, or a total capacity of 256,000 kilowatts. 

ae would be included for another future unit of 64,000 kilowatts 
also. 
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The reservoir would flood the Flathead Valley upstream to Kerr 
Dam. It would have a minimum pool elevation of 2,620 feet above 
mean sea level and a full pool elevation of 2,700 feet, thus providing 
an 80-foot drawdown for power. 

However, except during low flow years the pool would be main- 

ible during the summer months, facilitating 


tained as constant as poss 
its use for recreation. 

The total gross storage capacity would be 5 million acre-feet of 
which 3,080,000 acre-feet would be usable for flood control and power. 

The project is an extremely good one. It has a justification ratio 
if it is built in the near future—if it is built before some other projects 
which would dilute its benefits—of 2.31 to 1. 

The Cuarrman. What interest rate is that? 

General IrscuNner. A 214 percent rate, Senator. 

The Cuarrman. Are not some of the present projects carrying a 
provision that requires you to use yield on these bonds? 

General Irscuner. No, sir. 

The Cuarrman. What does the water facilities act provide? 

General IrscHner. We are under instructions to use the interest 
rate provided to us by the Secretary of the Treasury through the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

The Cuairman. The interest rate provided by him as being what? 
Currently ? 

General Irscuner. Which is presumably the current long range 
interest rate. It is the long range interest rate as computed at that 
time. 

The Cuatrman. You do not regard 214 percent as that, do you? 
You know it is 354 now. 

What effect would 35, have on the feasibility of the project ? 

General Irscuner. It would still be feasible, but it Ranta not have 
as good a benefit-cost ratio. 

t the time we first began to use the Bureau of the Budget interest 
rates, the Corps of Engineers was using 3 percent. 

Grand Coulee Dam of the Bureau of Reclamation was computed 
on the basis of 3 percent. About that time the interest rates decreased 
and we were given 21% percent interest rate and that. is the rate that 
has been prescribed for our use by the Department of Treasury 
since. 

The CHarrman. Let me see if I get that now. When the interest 
rate dropped your use of the interest rate also dropped. You used 
the lower figure. 

. re it goes up, what happens? Do you still use the reduced 
gure 

General Irscuner. It was just an accident that the interest rate 
dropped at the time when the Bureau of the Budget or the Depart- 
ment of the Treasury through the Bureau of the Budget first began 
prescribing the interest rates we must use. 

The Cuarrman. General, the reason I want to get into this a little 
bit, there is a project in Senator Allott’s home State. The law 
under which it would be authorized would require presently about 
35% to 3% interest be used. 

Why would you use 2% on a Corps of Engineers project and nearly 
4 percent on a Bureau of Reclamation project ? 
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General Irscuner. We don’t, sir. The Bureau of Reclamation 
and the Corps of Engineers, both, for justification purposes, use the 
interest rate that is furnished to us by the Bureau of the Budget 
which obtains it from the Secretary of the Treasury. 

At the present time that interest rate for project justification pur- 
poses for both the Bureau of the Budget and for the corps is 214 

recent. 

To Menbhbie Auutott. May I interrupt there, General ? 

We will have some people from the Bureau of Reclamation up 
here, I am sure, but this is not my understanding of the situation. 

The Cuarrman. Nor is it mine. 

Senator Attorr. I have been engaged in many, many conferences 
and talks with them. This is not my understanding of the way they 
are computing the feasibility of projects at the present time. 

General ItscHner. Senator, I was not speaking of the interest rate 
used for payout purposes. That is higher. But it is something in 
the vicinity of 2.7 percent at this time. 

The CHamman. General, do you mean to say to me you use one 
set of figures to figure feasibility, and another set of figures on which 
it pays out? 

General Irscuner. That is correct. 

The Cuamman. That is a strange arrangement. 

General Irscuner. We are acting under instructions, sir. 

I am quite willing to agree that true interest rates at this time are 
much higher than 214 percent. There is no question about that. 

Senator Brste. How often do you get these instructions, General ? 
Do these instructions come down periodically ? 

General Irscuner. No, sir; irregularly. 

Senator Bratz. When did you get the 214 percent rate? 

General Irscuner. It was a year and a half ago, sir. 

Senator Brete. Is that not updated every 3 or every 6 months? 

General IrscuHner. No, sir; we get it irregularly from the Bureau 
of the Budget. 

The Cuarrman. The Bureau of the Budget required that a provi- 
sion be put into it to tie the project feasibility to the yield on long- 
term bonds for the upper Colorado River project. 

Some of us objected and we were given the alternative of not hav- 
ing the bill signed or not putting it in. We put it in. 

It is now up to a high level. It seems to me if you-are going to 
have a project of this nature you ought to use some of the same yard- 
sticks as though it were built by the Bureau of Reclamation. The 
money costs the Government the same. 

General Irscuner. We use the same yardstick that the Bureau of 
Reclamation uses. I am not able to testify for them. 

I am sure you can find out what theirs is. I feel quite certain for 
the same purpose we use the same yardstick. 

Senator Brste. How is this evidenced by the Director of the 
Budget? Is this a formal communication, for purposes of reaching 
justification, that the interest rate shall be considered from here on 
out, to be 214 percent ? 

General Irscuner. Not from here on out, but until further. notice. 

Senator Brstz. This is a year and a half back, you say ? 

General Irscuner. That is correct, sir. It is in the form of @ 
written directive. 
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Senator Atxorr. We last year, as I recall it, changed the interest 
rate formula on at least two bills that were before this committee to 
the yield on long-term bonds. 

As a matter of fact, I, regardless of any other consideration, would 
not figure it on this basis, owing what this committee is going to 
do. 

As a matter of fact, I, regardless of any other consideration, would 
oppose any bill unless the interest matter is treated the same way. 

omewhere along the line we have to get these on the same basis. 

Undoubtedly with this high a feasibility, 2.57 or 7—— 

General Itscuner. It isa little less; 2.31, sir. 

Senator Atxotrr. Undoubtedly this project would be feasible. It 
would be far over the 1-to-1 ratio. We ought to get these on the 
same basis somewhere. 

The Cuarrman. That is all I was trying to get to. I think it is 
unfortunate that legislation was ever recommended that based the 
amount that the area would have to repay on the yield on bonds and 
not on what money was costing the U.S. Treasury. 

The Treasury has no financial obligation to guarantee the yield of 
a bond, but it knows how much money it takes for it to meet the 
interest coupon that is attached to the bond. 

We have been trying to get back to that. Two and a half percent 
is as unrealistic as it could be. I am surprised that the Bureau of the 
Budget has not found out what the Treasury is paying for money. 

Senator Artorr. I know that they know from the way they have 
talked to me. What I am surprised about is that they have not 
changed it with the engineers. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you. We wanted to get that in the record. 

General Irscuner. My primary consideration in the review sur- 
vey has been to insure proper development of the water resources 
of the basin and proper development of each site that warrants con- 
struction of a project. 

The designation of a construction agency is secondary to this 
objective. However, my proposed recommendation would in effect 
assign construction of the Knowles project to the Corps of Engineers. 

The Knowles project, would serve primarily the needs of flood 
control, power production, and recreation, and was investigated in 
detail by the Corps of Engineers as an element of the major water 
plan for the Columbia Riyer Basin. 

I have included this project in the group intended for construction 
by the Corps of Engineers on the basis‘that the responsibility for 
the construction of future multipurpose projects in the Columbia 
River Basin, or elsewhere for that matter, should be accomplished by 
the agency which has predominant interest in the problems and indi- 
vidual projects designed to overcome. 

By that I mean if a project would have amongst several purposes 


a greater amount of flood control and navigation benefits than it does 
irrigation, the project should logically be authorized for construction 
by the Corps of Engineers. 

On the other hand, if irrigation benefits would exceed flood control 
and navigation benefits, the project should be authorized for con- 
struction by the Bureau of Reclamation. 
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The Knowles project would produce appreciable flood control 
benefits in addition to power. the irrigation potential by gravity 
or pumping has not been evaluated, but is considered sufficient to offset 
the loss of irrigated lands to be flooded by the reservoir and possibly 
permanent development of some new irrigated lands. 

It would not approach the flood control potential in value. There 
are, of course, other important benefits from multipurpose projects 
besides flood control, navigation, and irrigation. 

Power production is one of the most important in the Columbia 
Basin and far outweighs all others in value. 

However, it is in the solution of the three basic problems of flood 
control, navigation, and irrigation that the Federal Government has 
entered into the water resources field. 

This field now, with the approbation of Congress, embraces the 
corollary benefits of power production, fish and wildlife enhancement 
and recreation, which are considered on their merits and on an equal 
basis with the other functions of multiple-purpose water resource 
development. 

Now, I hope the remainder of my testimony is not misconstrued 
because I firmly believe construction of the Knowles project should 
be started soon. 

As you know, we are negotiating at this time for the cooperative 
development of the Columbia Basin with the Canadians, so that 
Canadian storage and U.S. head at downstream plants will combine to 
produce benefits that can be shared by the two nations. 

In this effort it is important we assure Canada by authorization 
of our projects that we intend to ae storage of our own. This 
will provide a strong justification for our insisting upon consideration 
of the availability of this storage on a realistic schedule integrated 
with the schedule of proposed Canadian storage. 

Such consideration automatically reduces the relative worth of 
Canadian storage and, therefore, the amount the United States should 
pay Canada in terms of power as its share of the benefits from the 
cooperative development. 

S. 1226 would permit the moving of the site of the dam downstream. 
That is, to the Paradise site. It is 2.7 miles from the Knowles site to 
the confluence of the Flathead and Clark Fork Rivers and it is an 
additional 4 miles downstream to the Paradise site. 

Studies by Corps of Engineers show that the Paradise project on 
the Clark Fork River would be practicable from an engineering stand- 
point. However, the cost of developing the Paradise site over the cost 
of developing the Knowles site, would be far greater than the addi- 
tional benefits derived from a dam at the Paradise site. 

* The Cuamman, I conclude from that that you favor the Knowles 
location ? 

General Irscuner. We do favor the Knowles site over the Paradise 
site, recognizing that the Knowles site provides less benefits. 

The CuarrMan. But it is a better project from your standpoint ? 

General Irscuner. It is a much better project because the Paradise 
project costs so much more relatively. 

The CuHarrman. And does not return correspondingly larger 
benefits? ; 

General Itscuner. That is right, sir. 
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The additional dollars required to construct the Paradise project: 
would be about 1.28 times the amount of benefits obtained from those: 
dollars. 

The CuHarirman. Put them back into dollars. What does the 
Knowles dam cost? This is very important information, General, 
and we want to have that directly from you. 

General Irscuner. I have it all in terms of annual cost, but I will 

ive you the total costs. Let me say the Paradise project would cost 

92,262,000 and the Knowles project would cost $235,021,000, not 
including interest during construction. 

The CHatrmMan. Then we are debating whether we are going to 
spend $235 million or $492 million. 

General Irscuner. I must admit that there is some discussion as 
to whether the estimate on the Paradise project might be a little too 

at. 
o The CuatrMAN. Could you give us some explanation of the vast 
difference in cost? It is a different type dam, or just a much larger 
dam, or is the construction job much more difficult ? 

General Irscuner. The principal difference, sir, is in the much 
greater cost of relocating railroads for the Paradise project as com- 
pared to the Knowles project. 

The CHatrmMan. What about the question of Indians? Is there 
more of a problem if the Paradise is used instead of the Knowles Dam 
as far as the Flathead Indians are concerned ? 

General Irscuner. There is a problem in connection with each of 
the dams with respect to Indians. 

The CuatrMan. Is it greater at one site than the other, or would ~ 
you rather send us a report on that ? 

General Irscuner. I would rather analyze that and insert it in the 
record, sir. 

The CHairman. As you know, General, we are very proud of 
the work the Corps of Engineers has done. We are very, very 
anxious to have your view on some of these matters because we have 
to have your engineering judgment. 

If you can give us some figures on that at a later date, we would 
rather have them the way you want them in the record than to ask 
you for a horseback opinion now. 

General Irscunzr. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. The Indian problem is a difficult problem. In 
the Yellowtail Dam, as you know, after it was on its way, there was 
a request for $5 million. That bill was passed and vetoed by the 
President. 

We do not want to go through that same procedure again. 

I think finally there was an agreement to give them perhaps $214 
million with the right to sue. 

I do not believe they have attempted to sue as yet. 

On this one if we could find out what you think the situation is 
with reference to the Indians, we would appreciate the information 
for the record. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to follows :) 

The effect on Indian lands will be the same regardless of whether the 


Knowles project or the Paradise project is constructed. The reservoir for 
either dam would involve the same lands within the Flathead Indian Reserva- 
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tion, affect approximately 300 Indians, and require the acquisition of approxi- 
mately 19,905 acres of tribal and allotted lands with improvements, the aggregate 
value of which is currently estimated at approximately $606,000. In addition 
it will be necessary to relocate 58 Indian graves at an estimated cost of 
$17,000 and to relocate the U.S. Indian Agency headquarters at an estimated 
cost of $1,123,000. Should Congress determine that special allowances should 
be made to the Indians who are displaced by the project, it would be neces- 
sary to enact separate legislation therefor and the Secretary of the Interior 
is in a better position to advise the committee concerning the need for such 
legislation. 

Senator Brste. Mr. Chairman, may I ask just one question ? 

The CuarrMan. Senator Bible. 

Senator Brste. Did I understand you to say how far the Paradise 
site was from the Knowles site; 6 or 7 miles? 

General Irscuner. It is 6.7 miles downstream from the Knowles 
Dam site, or 4 miles downstream from the confluence. 

Senator Grueninc. What would be the difference in kilowatt costs 
between Knowles and Paradise? 

General Irscuner. The Knowles project would produce energy 
at a lesser cost per kilowatt-hour than the Paradise, Senator. 

Senator Grurentna. Yes, I assume that, because the original in- 
vestment is less and the total production is proportionately higher. 

What would the approximate difference in the cost of kilowatt- 
hours? Do you have that information ? 

General Irscuner. May L[ insert that in the record, sir? 

Senator GruEenine. Yes. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


Cost oF PowWER FROM KNOWLES AND PARADISE PROJECTS 


The estimated average annual costs of power per installed kilowatt of 
eapacity attributable to the Knowles and Paradise projects are $20.66 and 
$28.96, respectively. The average costs per kilowatt-hour of energy are 3.50 
and 4.91 mills, respectively. 

These estimates include preliminary project costs allocated to power, trans- 
mission costs for both at-site and downstream generation, and also the addi- 
tional costs required for the capacity required downstream to obtain the 
benefits of project regulation. 

Senator Atuorr. While we are on that, what is the difference in 
capacity? You stated that Knowles was 256,000 kilowatts with space 
for another 64,000 kilowatts. What. would be the capacity of the 
other dam, General ? 

General Irscuner. The Paradise project, sir, would have an in- 
stalled capacity initially of 432,000 kilowatts and ultimate capacity 
of 864,000 kilowatts, as compared to ultimate capacity in the Knowles 
project of 512,000 kilowatts. 

Senator Anutorr. There must be some mistake in that; 256 plus 
64,000 does not make 512,000. 

General Irscuner. We would construct the project, as I indicated, 
with provision for four units and the foundations for the fifth. But 
there would be a capability of adding ultimately an additional three 
units which would produce 512,000. 

But the last three units would not be part of the initial construction 
nor are they included in the initial construction cost. 

The Cuarrman. You are going to put four in with the possibility 
of adding the fifth and you-might bring it up to eight in the ultimate 
development ? 
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General Irscuner. Not only the possibility of the fifth, but we 
would build the foundation and make real provision for the future 
installation of the fifth. We would not make any provision for the 
additional three. 

The Cuatrman. But you subsequently might build six, seven, and 
eight, if the demand was there for it? 

General Irscuner. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Brstz. Do you have any power cost estimates as to the 
two dams, or is this a reclamation item? What would you sell power 
for at Knowles and at Paradise? 

General Irscuner. We will have to supply that for the record, sir. 

Senator Bratz. Thank you. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


SALE OF POWER 


Estimated costs of power from the Knowles and Paradise projects are given 
in the previous statement. 

The sales rates for power from the Knowles or Paradise projects would be 
determined by the Bonneville Power Administration, the marketing agency, 
with the approval of the Federal Power Commission, in accordance with law. 
Sales rates schedules reflect the average overall costs of the existing inter- 
dependent system of operating and transmission facilities in a market area. 
Established rate schedules now in effect are subject to review every 5 years. 

General Irscuner. All the power in the Pacific Northwest is sold 
at the postage stamp rate which at the present time averages out to 
be about 2.34 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Senator Brexe. Is that the average pool rate in the Columbia 
River power system ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; 2.34. 

The CHarrMan. General, with respect to this relocation, do you 
have any figures how much of that is due to the fact that the rail- 
roads wanted this long twin tunnel built ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; the railroad is very insistent in respect 
to the Paradise project that we build them a twin bore tunnel. 

The CuHarrMan. Plush lined or anything? <A twin bore tunnel is 
very expensive, is it not? 

General Irscuner. Very expensive. Each bore would cost $55 
million. 

The CHatrman. So that $110 million of this extra cost is trying 
to take care of the railroad ? 

General Irscuner. It is trying to take care of the railroad tunnel 
which is 8 miles long. 

The reason why they say they need that twin bore tunnel is because 
they now have two different alternative routes. On one of them they 
route their passenger traffic, and the emergency freight traffic, and 
on the other route they route just the regular freight traffic. 

So they do have two routes now. Paradise Dam would eliminate 
one of those routes. 

The CuatrmMan. But not the other? 

General Irscuner. The other would have to be relocated. They 
say that they now have two routes, or what amounts to double track- 
ing through there, and they, therefore, would like to settle with us 
for two tunnels. 
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The rest would be single-track railroad. They are afraid if we 
constructed an 8-mile-long tunnel they might have that tunnel 
blocked for some reason or other because of slides and what not and, 
therefore, they are very insistent upon the additional bore. 

However, I would like to point out that even if that $55 million 
were subtracted from the total cost of the Paradise project, it still 
would not be justified to build the Paradise project as compared to 
the Knowles project. 

The difference in cost between the two projects is something of the 
order of $112 million. 

Senator Atuorr. You gave 492 and 235. It would be $260 mil- 
lion difference, roughly ? 

The Cosateneas, Seoaahly $250 million. 

General Irscuner. What I should have said is that the cost of the 
Paradise project could be reduced up to $112 million and it still 
would not be as economically desirable as the Knowles project. 

At that point it becomes as desirable as the Knowles project. 

The Cuarrman. There was a statement by the Senators that they 
thought most of the people out there preferred the Paradise project. 
Naturally if it gives an awful lot more cheap power that might be 
easy to understand. 

From an engineering standpoint, and from the ultimate welfare 
of the Treasury, there is no comparison between the two, is there? 

General Irscuner. I don’t think there is any comparison between 
the two from that standpoint. 

As I very frankly admitted, our estimate may be too high for the 
Paradise project because of that requirement for a twin bore tunnel. 
It possibly could be that our estimates for the relocation of the rail- 
road outside that tunnel may be slightly too high, but neither of 
those differences could pay amount to the $112 million that would 
be required to bring the two projects to an equal benefit-cost ratio. 

Therefore, I feel quite strongly that while the Paradise project is 
more desirable from the standpoint of benefits derived from it, that 
it cannot be justified economically as compared to the Knowles 

roject. 

P Tt does not have as favorable a benefit-cost ratio. 

Senator Grurntne. Is there not some alternative tunnel that is 
less costly ? 

General Irscuner. We have not been able to find an alternative 
route that provides the railroad their current grades and alinement 
and so on that would be less costly and acceptable to the railroad. If 
there were one we would be very happy to know about it and to make 
our estimate accordingly. 

Our estimates are based upon actual and recent rience in rail- 
road relocation. We built the Eagle Gorge now called the Hanson 
Dam on the same railroad close to Seattle. The costs have been very, 
very great on that relocation. — 

Frankly, we quite underestimated them. We are basing these esti- 
mates upon our actual contract fare at Eagle Gorge. 

Senator Gruentne. General, these projects would both be self- 
liquidating. If the cost of oe from Paradise is not substantially 
higher than the cost from Knowles, and you get a lot more of it, 
what is the objection to it from an economic standpoint ? 
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Granted that the cost of Paradise is almost twice as high, if the 
ultimate cost of power is not very much greater and the whole proj- 
ect is retired from the revenues from power, what is the objection to 
Paradise. 

General IrscHnerr. The cost of power from Paradise would be 
substantially higher, sir. 

Senator Gruenine. It would? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir, substantially higher. 

Because there is flood control also to be considered, I would have to 
furnish that information. We have always evaluated projects, and 
I think it is economically sound, on the basis of justifying each 
increment as the project gets larger. 

In this case we have in effect a single project that we are comparing 
and we are, therefore, evaluating the worth of the increment as com- 
pared to its cost. 

We find it does not measure up and cannot be justified. 

Senator Brstz. What is the comparative installed capacity of 
Paradise versus Knowles? It was on this other chart that was down 
a few moments ago, but the other chart has gone up. 

General Irscuner. The installed capacity at Knowles, sir, is 256,000 
kilowatts and at Paradise 432,000 kilowatts. Those are the initial 
installations. 

The CHarrman. Will you proceed ? 

General IrscuNer. I invite the attention of the subcommittee to 
the Secretary of the Army in letter dated January 26, 1960, com- 
menting on §.1226, that consideration of specific legislation such as 
S.1226 authorized Knowles Dam might be deferred pending submission 
of my review report to Congress. . 

My report will be transmitted to Congress as soon as I have 
received the comments of the States and other agencies which are 
allowed by law 90 days for review. 

Therefore, I should have these comments in April of this year. 

S.1226 also contains provisions designed to afford relief to those 
affected by the project. Such special legislation on a problem that 
affects all Federal construction activities in varying degrees may 
create a precedent that may mitigate against equitable and sound 
solutions to be resolved by general legislation. 

General legislation for this purpose would be provided by H.R. 1066, 
86th Congress, now under consideration by the House Committee on 
Public Works. 

H.R. 1066 is a bill to establish a Commission To Study the Adequa- 
cies of Compensation for Real Property Acquired by the United 
States. 

Section 1 of the bill declares it— 

To be the policy of Congress that owners and tenants who are displaced 
because of public works projects of the United States of America should be 


paid a fair and equitable amount for the property acquired and reimbursed 
for their actual losses. 


Section 2 states that the purpose of the bill is— 


To study the present methods of determining compensation, the adequacies 
thereof, and whether or not the procedures with respect thereto should be 
defined by statute to assure a clearer definition of the rights of all concerned. 


51313—60—pt. 24 
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Senator Attorr. What this does, then, General, is to upset the 
whole law of eminent domain in these matters. 

General Irscuner. The purpose of H.R. 1066, sir, is to appoint a 
Commission to study the matter which would presumably make recom- 
mendations for legislation which would pertain to the law of eminent 
domain. 

Senator Attorr. Yes, but you read into the record some criteria 
as to the actual cost sustained, or something like that. What you 
are doing here, or what this bill would do, as I understand it, would 
be to change the complete method of compensation by eminent 
domain—that is, set up a Commission to tuduvies the purpose of 
changing the method of compensation of land acquired under eminent 
domain for these purposes. 

You get directly into the question here, which we were concerned 
with with the Flathead Indians on the Yellowtail. It does not mat- 
ter, it was one of the tribes of Indians. We got not only into the 
proposition of compensating them for the land taken, which in that 
case was worth nothing—it was barren land—and we found ourselves 
literally paying through the nose for the right to erect a dam, 

Would such a study and reevaluation get us into the position here 
that we would have to, for example, set up criteria for the repayment 
of the Flatheads in this instance perhaps on a capitalization of the 
ultimate value of the site as a powersite and compensate them upon 
that basis rather than upon the basis of the land taken ? 

This is a very serious question. 

(yeneral Irscuner. This is a very serious question, sir, but we have 
always felt, and I think all government agencies feel, that the present 
laws do not permit us in all cases to pay a fair and equitable amount 
for our takings. 

The purpose of this Commission would be to study measures for 
making fair and equitable payments for the property of people that 
we take by the right of eminent domain for reservoir or any other 
Federal projects. 

Senator Auiorr. When you say they are not allowed to pay a fair 
and equitable amount, what you are doing is saying that the whole 
mode of law for 400 years has been inequitable. 

General Irscuner. In some respects we feel that it would be very 
desirable for a commission to study the matter and see if they think 
there have been incidents of inequitable solution to the real estate 
acquisition problem. 

If that is the case, they can make their recommendations and 
Congress can or cannot enact it into law. 

Senator Atxorr. Let us be specific. In a given instance you go in 
and have your appraisers appraise, do you not ? 

General IrscHNneER. Yes, sir. 

Senator Attorr. Then I think your practice generally is to make 
an offer not higher than the appraisal ? 

General Irscuner. That is right. We make an offer of the amount 
of the appraisal. . 

Senator Arxorr. In some instances you will go slightly above that 
if you feel that the circumstances justify it? If that person is 
dissatified with your offer, he can then go to the courts and he has a 
determination of his value and his damage under the law of the State. 
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What is fairer than having a man’s damage determined by courts? 
What are we going to substitute for this? What principles are we 
going to substitute for this? 

This is something I am very concerned about. 

General Irscuner. As to one remark you made, sir, we do not make 
an offer in excess of the amount of the appraisal except with the 
specific approval of the Secretary of the Army. Consequently, we 
make our offer based upon the appraised amount and use that as the 
highest firm offer that we can make. 

It is true and rightly so, that people who are dissatisfied with the 
amount of that offer can go to court. I think it would be very 
much to the Government’s advantage from a monetary standpoint, 
based upon our experience, and I think it would be to the advantage 
of the people, too, if they did not have to go to court except as a 
last resort. 

I think we find that the court awards in such cases are higher than 
we would probably have to pay on an average if we had some means 
of going slightly higher than the appraisal and SICOEMITIDS factors 
other than those that we can recognize in a strict appraisal. 

Senator Attorr. General, this is true. I have known of specific 
instances where this is true, where perhaps you should have more 
flexibility, but this is not the basic question that is raised by this bill 
in which it is proposed to study methods beyond the present laws of 
compensation for people. 

In other words, what this bill proposes, as you read the language 
and I cannot quote that back to you exactly, in effect is to upset, as I in- 
terpret it, the ordinary laws of compensation for these matters and to 
consider other items other than those set down in the body of law for 
400 years. 

General Itscuner. That is the purpose of the Commission, to study 
the present methods of determining compensation and to determine 
whether they should recommend that the statutes be enacted which 
would change those procedures. 

Senator Auxorr. Thank you. I think we have the point in the 
record. 

The CHatrMan. Yes. 

General Irscuner. The Secretary of the Army in letter dated 
August 21, 1959, to the chairman of the House Committee on Public 
Works, stated that the Department of the Army on behalf of the De- 
partment of Defense supports the objectives of the bill and recom- 
mends that the committee give favorable consideration to H.R. 1066. 

I have with me today, sir, the following members of my staff. 

Lt. Col. James A. Vivian; Mr. Henry C. C. Weinkauff, Chief, 
Project Development Branch; Mr. Milton A. Pearl, who is Chief 
of the Legislative Service Branch of the Real Estate Division of 
our Office; and Mr. Witzig, of the Projects Branch. 

We should be pleased to answer any questions that the committee 
desires to ask. 

The Cuarrman. General, I do not know to whom this inquiry 
should be directed. But Mr. Albright, former head of the Park 
Service, and long known as a conservationist, has written a letter 
as chairman of the Boone and Crockett Club, which is very much 
interested in hunting, wanting to know about the buffalo range in this 
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area and whether it is being adequately protected. If you do not 
have the information on that, would you supply something to us? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; I do have the information, Mr. 
Chairman. 

We planned, and included in the cost estimate provisions for, the 
relocation of the headwaters of the National Bison Range and ac- 
quisition of 10,000 acres of land to replace the loss of buffalo and 
big game range. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you. 

Mr. Albright, who is highly regarded as a conservationist thinks 
this is the best bison range in the country, and if it is to be disturbed 
he wanted to be really sure that no precipitate action be taken until 
the individuals and organizations interested in the welfare of the 
American bison have a chance to make oral or written presentations. 

We will be very happy to supply them with a statement on it. 

General, will you siidives a letter to the committee some time setting 
forth what the act plans are so that a reply can be made to these con- 
servation organizations. 

Do members of the committee have questions to direct to the gen- 
eral or members of his staff ? 

Senator Atxorr. I would like to ask one question, Mr. Chairman. 

As I understand your statement, you have recommended the enact- 
ment of 1066? 

General Itscuner. That is correct. 

Senator Autxuorr. I would like to ask the man in your Real Estate 
Division to comment upon the questions and answers which ocurred 
here a few moments ago about the ultimate effect that the enactment 
of such a bill apparently contemplates. 

Do I interpret the title to that bill correctly ? 

Mr. Peart. Yes, sir. As was indicated, the purpose of the Com- 
mission would be to study the adequacy of present compensation. 

As I am sure you and the other members of the committee know, 
there is a constitutional guarantee in the fifth amendment of the 
Constitution that the United States shall pay just compensation for 

rivate property taken for public use. However, there has never 
n any general legislation enacted implementing that constitutional 
guarantee. 

So, therefore, we have a situation where there are many losses that 
are real, damages that are suffered by people, that are not compens- 
able under the court interpretations of just compensation. 

The Cuarrman. Can you give us an example ? 

Mr. Pearu. Loss of good will, for example, in a business. Moving 
costs except where special enactments have been made. 

We have legislative authority for moving costs. The Department 
of the Interior has. But except for those two no other Federal 
agencies in Federal acquisitions can pay for moving costs, although 
there is another bill pending at this time that would broaden the 
applicability of moving costs. 

The CuamrmMan. Are you and the Bureau of Reclamation the main 


groups that do have responsibility for moving people? Are there 
other organizations that have anything near the same responsibility 
for moving people that the Army Corps of Engineers and the Bureau 
of Reclamation has? 
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Mr. Peart. Other agencies are acquiring property. General Serv- 
ices Administration, the Department of Agriculture, and other Fed- 
eral agencies are acquiring property under separate rules. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Chairman, right at that point, Senator 
Bible has a bill before our committee dealing with an element of 
damage. 

Senator Bratz. On moving costs. 

Senator Jackson. Yes. The Department of Defense under exist- 
ing law is able to cover such moving costs. The bill, I think, was 
passed. 

Senator Brste. The bill was passed and became law. 

Senator Jackson. That happened last year. There are a lot of 
factors that I can see that enter in that a court under the definition 
given by the court in various decisions would not allow certain 
items of damage as being part of just compensation. Is that the 
point ? 

Mr. Peart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. In the absence of statutory implementation by 
the Congress. 

Mr. Prearu. Yes, sir. The courts call these, such as loss of business, 
loss of professional practice, and so on, consequential damages. 

We have situations of utilities being hurt. We have situations of 
what is known as the noncompensable interest in land where someone 
has an improvement, but no compensable interest in the land. There- 
fore, the Comptroller General and the courts say we cannot pay 
them for their improvements. 

We have one situation which is before the Congress now in a 
relief bill where a town claims to have been injured by reason of 
the fact that we acquired private property in the town and, there- 
fore, hurt their bonded indebtedness and their ability to pay off 
their bonds. This is noncompensable under present law. ‘The courts 
hold this is a consequential damage. 

It may be that many of these damages, loss of good will and 
loss of business and other things, are speculative. It may be that 
some of them are too difficult administratively to evaluate. It may 
be that no standard of measure could be found by which to say 
how much people should be compensated for these losses and dam- 
ages which they are suffering. 

All we have said is that we support the idea that they should at 
least be examined to find out whether there is a way to pay these 
people and companies and municipalities for damages that are 
incurred. 

We have for that reason opposed many a bill that has come along 
offering spot relief, such as in this particular instance in this bill. 
There are provisions made in S. 1226 to vary the standards of just 
compensation and to set up new standards for this project alone. 

Another bill is pending to set up separate standards for another 
of our new projects, 

We have taken the position, and the Department of the Army 
supports it, that no further spot relief should be given based on a 
particular situation that happens to come to the attention of Con- 
gress, but, rather, to review the entire problem and try to establish 
uniformity. 
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Senator Auttorr. May I inject this: You ignored the fact that each 
State has a right to adjust its own laws with respect to this taking 
of land and as to the substantive law as to damages and what is 
compensable damage, you would be bound in the Federal court by 
the laws of that individual State. 

Mr. Peart. As I understand the decisions, Senator, the Federal law 
governs on the determination of just compensation. 

Senator Atxorr. If there is Federal law. 

Mr. Peart. The courts have held that the Federal courts will de- 
termine because of the constitutional guarantee of just compensation. 

Under the rules the trial in the district court is in accordance 
with Federal rules, and we do not follow either the procedure or the 
substance of the State courts or State law on questions of compen- 
sation or determination of just compensation. 

Senator Atxorr. I am sure you do not follow the procedure in 
State courts. I am aware that the Federal has invaded the State’s 
laws in many respects. 

The body of the Federal law has grown to the extent that they do 
now ignore the State law entirely with respect to compensatory pay- 
ments for land takings; is that right ? 

Mr. Peart. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. General, on the Canadian negotiations, which are 
going to continue in Ottawa, the Canadians proposed a joint pack- 
age of three projects in Canada. If these projects were brought 
in ahead of the U.S. project, or if they are accredited by the nego- 
tiators with such priority, they would absorb almost all the downstream 
benefits available in the Canadian River power system and thus ren- 
der infeasible many of the storage projects planned by the U.S, por- 
tion of the basin which depend considerably on the downstream bene- 
fits allocable to them under existing U.S. projects. 

Under these circumstances, would the authorization of the Knowles 
project strengthen the position of the U.S. negotiators and possibly 
save some of the downstream benefits for credit to the United States 
later on? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. The authorization of the Knowles 
project and the authorization of any other projects that provide 
storage in the United States in the near future would strengthen 
the justification for the inclusion of these projects in a schedule of 
construction times. 

Therefore, in negoitating with Canada, if we could show them 
that we plan to construct projects on a schedule which is earlier 
than the time the Canadian project could possibly be effected, that 
would mean that the U.S. projects would be considered to be the 
next added to the system. 

That is important because the first project added to the existing 
system is the one which takes the cream of the benefits. The next 
one down takes less, and so on. é 

So it would greatly strengthen our hand in negotiating with the 
Canadians to determine how much power they should have returned 
to them for the storage which they are providing for benefit. 

The Cuatmrman. The members of this committee that are good 
lawyers would qualify you as an expert witness. I do not intend to 
do that. Are you not one of the three negotiators? 
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General IrscuHner. Yes, sir. 

The Cuaimrman. You are not speaking from lack of acquaintance 
with the subject ? : 

General Irscuner. Nor am I speaking: as one of the negotiators, 
but just speaking in generalities which I am‘sure that anybody 
would recognize and accept. The negotiations must be kept con- 
fidentia] until we reach agreement. 

The CHarrman. Yes. I merely was saying that you are in @ 
position to advise us because you do know what is going on. 

General Irscuner. I am one of the three negotiators on each side. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you. I have a statement here submitted 
for the record by Devereux Butcher, editor, National Wildlands 
News, which will be inserted in the record at this point. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF DEVEREUX BUTCHER, EpiIror, NATIONAL WILDLANDS NEWS 


The proposed Knowles Dam, suggested to be built by the Bureau of Recla- 
mation of the Department of the Interior, on the Clarks Fork of the Flathead 
River, in western Montana, is of concern to the editors of National Wildlands 
News because it would reduce the National Bison Range by 2,500 acres, 
through inundation, with the possibility of another 3,000-acre reduction for re- 
location, on the refuge, of 4 or 5 miles of Northern Pacific Railway track. 

The loss of these 5,500 acres in the lower elevations would mean a sub- 
stantial reduction of vital winter range of the bison and other mammals, 
thus reducing the year-round value of the refuge. 

If the dam is authorized and funds are appropriated, these funds should be 
sufficient to replace in whole or in part those lands which are flooded or 
otherwise are no longer usable by the 300 to 400 head of bison inhabiting the 
present area; and sufficient for construction of a new headquarters, fencing 
and other facilities. The land and facilities together may require as much as 
$2,500,000. These funds should be made available when the first appropriations 
for the dam project are approved, so that necessary land acquisition can be 
completed as quickly as possible. 

The late Dr. William T. Hornaday, president of the American Bison Society, 
purchased the present area through popular subscription, and in a report to 
the society, dated March 1910, he described it in these words: “The American 
people have thus become owners in perpetuity of what we believe to be the 
richest’ and the most beautiful grazing grounds ever trodden by bison hoofs. 
We have seen the best portions of the American great buffalo plains all the 
way from the Texas Panhandle to the sweet grass hills of northern Montana, 
and for abundance of rich grass, pure water, winter shelter, picturesque in- 
terior and picturesque surroundings, the Montana National Bison Range is 
absolutely beyond compare.” 

The loss of the National Bison Range is a matter not to be taken lightly. 

Even if the Fish and Wildlife Service should locate another equally suitable 
area, it should be realized that the removal of a large herd of bison is not 
accomplished without extreme effort. Bison cannot be driven like cattle. It 
might be possible to ease a herd through a strip of land a quarter mile wide 
by enticing it with feed. To ship more than one animal at a time by truck 
probably would be impossible without damage to the animals. 
' There is, it seems, reason to believe that not all of the big dams built or 
proposed to be built can be fully justified as necessary to human welfare, or 
that. they are financially feasible, either with regard to construction cost or 
operation. To keep Government engineers solvent; to create a business boom 
for a local community; or to provide individual gain of any kind—such rea- 
sons cannot justify big dam building. 

The editors of National Wildlands News hope Congress will give the most 
careful consideration to all advantages, if any, as well as to the disadvantages 
that would result, particularly with regard to the Nation as a whole, both 
= the point of view of economics and the loss or impairment of our outdoor 

eritage. 
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No sooner have we shown the once vigorously promoted Glacier View Dam, 
proposed to be built on the North Fork of the Flathead River, Mont., to be 
ill-advised becaused it would inundate a national park, than we are faced 
with another proposal that would cause similar impairment of a priceless 
national asset. It is on this basis that we now must oppose the Knowles 
Dam. Let us weigh well the permanent existing values—recognize their sig- 
nificance to ours and future generations—before giving way to the claims of 
those who see in the proposal a personal or community “bonanza.” 


The Cuamman. Mr. Nelson. 


STATEMENT OF H. T. NELSON, REGIONAL DIRECTOR, BOISE, IDAHO; 
ACCOMPANIED BY DON BURNETT, CHIEF, DIVISION OF PROJECT 
DEVELOPMENT, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


Mr. Burnett. I am D. R. Burnett, Chief of the Division of Project 
Development, Bureau of Reclamation. 

This is Mr. Harold Nelson, regional director, Boise, Idaho. 

The Cuarrman. Will you proceed, please. 

Mr. Burnett. The Department of the Interior and several of its 
agencies have been working in the Clark Fork Basin since the early 
1900’s. In that time there have been several reclamation projects 
constructed, the latest of which is our multiple-purpose Hungry Horse 
Reservoir which was completed in 1954. 

Last year we completed a reconnaissance report which inventoried 
the additional irrigation and water development projects in the area. 
We have not, however, studied in detail the Knowles or Paradise 
projects. 

On March 23, 1960, the Department reported on S. 1226; but, be- 
cause the Bureau of Reclamation had not made any detailed studies of 
the Knowles Dam, nor had it yet completed its review of the corps’ 
report, the Department does not, at this time, make any recommenda- 
tions as to the enactment of S. 1226. 

Mr. Nelson, who is thoroughly familiar with the area, has a state- 
ment that he would like to present to this committee. 

The Cuairman. The Department has no recommendation with ref- 
erence to S. 1226? 

Mr. Burnerr. It has no recommendation as to the enactment at 
this time of 1226. 

The Cuarirman. It has no recommendation as to the enactment. 
What is the difference between a recommendation on a bill and a 
recommendation on the enactment of a bill? 

Mr. Burnetr. May I quote from the Department’s letter ? 

The Cuamman. Yes, if it helps me understand it. 

Mr. Burnett (reading) : 

We are unable to make any recommendations at this time with regard to the 
enactment of legislation which would authorize construction of the project. 

Senator Jackson. Are you able to make any recommendations for 
the consideration of the project? 

Mr. Burnett. Since we have not made any studies of this particular 
project and we have not as yet completed our review of the corps’ 
report, we are not in any position to make any recommendations at 
this time. , 

Senator Brste. Is this a proper question: When would you be able 
to make the recommendation ? 
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Mr. Burnerr. We would presume that after the Congress and this 
committee have been provided a feasibility report containing detailed 
studies, and we have had an opportunity to review it, we would then 
be in a position to make specific recommendations to this committee. 

Senator Jackson. How long would that take? 

Senator Brste. When would this be? When could you say that 
Reclamation’s position is this or that ? 

Mr. Burnerr. At the time the Corps’ current report is completely 
processed and in the hands of this committee we would be in that 
position. 

Senator Bistz. Are you talking about 3 months, 6 months, 9 
months or a year? 

Mr. Burnerr. As Genera] Itschner indicated, that report is now 
in the process of interagency review. 

Senator Bratz. They have 90 days to make their comments. 

Mr. Burnerr. He said the review should be completed this April. 

Mr. Nexson. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name 
is Harold Nelson. I am Reclamation Director of the Bureau of 
Reclamation for this area and my office is located in Boise, Idaho. 
I have a statement that predominantly summarizes some basic data 
and also some investigations that have been conducted by the Depart- 
ment and some of the existing developments in the basin. 

Perhaps, in the interest of brevity, I could insert this in the record. 

The Cuarrman. I think we had better have your statement. We 
would like to know what you think about the project. 

Mr. Netson. I will certainly brief the statement. 

I would like to call attention to a basin map which may be of 
interest to you as I go along. It is attached to the end of the 
statement, and is also represented on the large map before you. 

Briefly, the areas in green are the existing irrigation developments 
in the basin. The areas in yellow are considered to be arable lands 
susceptible of future irrigation development. And, as a matter of 
convenience, we have also added the blue lines for both Paradise 
and Knowles, and have also indicated another project on which 
a project planning report is in the process of preparation, namely, 
the Ninemile Prairie Dam site which is located on the Blackfoot 
River upstream from the confluence of the Clark Fork and the 
Flathead and which may have some significance insofar as con- 
sideration of the Knowles project is concerned. 

Senator Attorr. Could we have these various things pointed out 
as you go along so we are sure to understand it? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. 

As a starter, I think that the basin from the Idaho line up to where 
it enters Canada—that is Clark Fork Basin in Montana—is about 
22,000 square miles, and has an annual runoff of about 15 million 
acre-feet, of which about 600,000 acre-feet enter from the relatively 
small part of the basin in Canada. 

The Clark Fork Basin is predominintly made up, as I think 
General Itschner mentioned, of the Flathead River and the Clark 
Fork River which join to form the Clark Fork and flow into Pend 
Oreille Lake and the lower part of the basin in Idaho and northern 
Washington is commonly referred to as the Pend Oreille. In Mon- 
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tana it is referred to as the Clark Fork from the Idaho line east and 
north. 

The Cuarrman. Would you point out the land that is going to be 
irrigated ? 

Mr. Netson. The land that will be susceptible of irrigation are the 
areas in yellow. I think almost immediately you will observe that 
they are scattered all over the basin because of the nature of the basin. 
It is rather mountainous. . It is heavily forested. What develop- 
ments there are are concentrated pretty generally along the existing 
river valleys. Sothere are no large bodies of land. 

. ae CuarrMan. What sort of per-acre cost are you going to have 
then % 

Mr. Netson. The costs are going to be high because it will be 
necessary to pretty largely pump the water. There will be long 
discharge lines. There will be requirements for large supplies of 
pumping energy. 

Undoubtedly, financial assistance will be required to irrigators 
insofar as repayment of capital costs are concerned. 

The Cuarrman. How much per acre, for example? If you have 
pumping and long lines in small tracts, this is generally pretty 
expensive, is it not ? 

r. Netson. Yes, sir, it is. 

The CuarrMan. $1,000 or $2,000 an acre? 

Mr. Netson. The areas that we have looked at up to now run on 
the order of $500 to $600 an acre, including $200 to prepare the land, 
although there are about 120,000 acres developed now in Federal 
projects in the basin, the construction cost of which was relatively 
low, on the order of $100 to $200 an acre. 

This question of irrigation is primarily going to be significant 
insofar as replacements are concerned due to some of these large 
impoundments. They are not projects that the Bureau is recom- 
mending at the present time for development as additional irrigated 
areas. 

Senator Atxorr. I do not understand that statement, Mr. Nelson. 
What do you mean? 

The Cuarrman. Move somebody out and put them on a new piece 
of ground. 

Senator Atxorr. This is what you mean by replacement? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bretz. Would you point out whom you would dislocate if 
you built Knowles? 

Mr. Newson. There would be about 16,000 acres of arable Jand in 
the flow line area of Paradise which is probably more easily pictured 
on the small map. 

The Cuarrman. Are these people now irrigating ? 

Mr. Netson. A large percentage are irrigating by natural flow; 
a lot by gravity diversion. 

There will be some dislocations in the Flathead Indian Reservation 
which is a combination of pumping and gravity flow now. 

The CuairMan. Have you made any study of what their per-acre 
return is at the present time? 

Mr. Netson. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. What do they get generally off an acre in crops? 
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Mr. Netson. The general returns from that area run about $60 to 
$80 per acre. 

The Cuatrman. That is gross return ? 

Mr. Netson. Yes. 

The Cuamman. And you would move them to land that would 
cost $500 an acre ? 

Mr. Netson. It is largely in support of the cattle industry, forage 
crops and so on. 
ae CuarrMAN. You cannot afford to put cattle grazing on $500 

and. 

Mr. Netson. Not as a pure irrigation venture, no, sir. 

Senator Bratz. What do they raise on these 16,000 acres? Is it 
largely alfalfa ? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, and pasture. There are some areas of sugar 
beets, particularly the Bitter Root Valley. Those projects have been 
developed for many years and the crops are higher. 

The Cuarrman. Bitter Root is not involved in this. 

Mr. Netson. It is located in the basin, but they would not be 
affected. 

The Cuatrman. We are talking about people who will be moved to 
this high-priced land. What are they producing now ? 

Mr, Netson. We are not going to move anybody. 

The Cuatmrman. You are going to relocate them. 

Mr. Netson. But those are the problems if the project is enacted. 

The Cuarean. If all things work out, what are the people now 
- growing, who will be moving to another location ? 

Mr. Netson. Forage crops. 

The CuatrmMan. Not sugar beets? 

Mr. Netson. No, sir. That is one of the problems that would be 
confronted in this area. 

Senator Atxtorr. Forage crops would be limited to hay and things 
of that type? 

Mr. Netson. Yes. 

Senator Attorr. You do not include small grains in that? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, there are small grains. 

Senator Attorr. Such as sorghum; that type of thing? 

Mr. Netson. No, sir. Generally, they are areas of forest lands 
that have Taylor grazing rights and bring the stock down for win- 
ter pasture. Usually they have alfalfa, too. 

Sariathr Brste. How many crops would they cut in this area? 
What is the altitude? 

Mr. Netson. Generally about two to three crops. 

The CuHarrman. How high is it? 

Senator Brstr. What is your altitude here? Is 2,700 correct? 

Mr. Netson. Somewhere around that. There are some dairy op- 
erations also. 

I will get back to how the irrigation potential fits into other 
development plans. I want to mention something about the control 
of the basin flow now, the 15 million acre-feet. 

It is largely uncontrolled. There is only one multipurpose major 
reservoir in the entire basin, Hungry Horse Dam on the south fork 
of the Flathead River. It has a storage capacity of 2,982,000 acre- 
feet, an installed capacity of 285,000 kilowatts. 
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I believe in the entire basin there is about 414 million acre-feet 
of developed storage at the present time. There are about 360,000 
acres presently irrigated in the entire basin. The Bureau of Recla- 
mation is estimating that there is about 270,000 acres that could 
conceivably be developed in the future, providing, of course, the eco- 
nomics so justify. 

I think we have touched upon the fact that future irrigation de- 
velopment will be confronted with two problems: one, the necessity 
for low-cost pumping power; and, secondly, undoubtedly a require- 
ment for financial assistance by use of surplus power revenues such 
as would be provided by a basin account. There will be no question 
of water supply. In other words, the potential irrigable acreage has 
been a little over half developed. And as far as percentage of ir- 
regation development is concerned, it far exceeds the development 
insofar as the control of the riverflow is concerned. There are about 
835,000 kilowatts of developed hydro in the basin now. They include 
four plants of the Montana Power Co., about 210,000 kilowatts; 
one small plant of the Pacific Power & Light Co., 4,000 kilowatts; 
one of the Washington Waterpower, 336,000 kilowatts; and the one 
Federal plant of 285,000 kilowatts. 

The Department of Interior, in combination with the Geological 
Survey, the Indian Service, the Bureau of Sports Fisheries and Wild- 
life, has had interest in the basin dating from the early 1900’s. I 
mentioned earlier that there are four development projects totaling 
120,000 acres. The principal one is the Flathead Tudian Reserva- 


tion, which accounts for something like 90,000 acres of that total. 
The others are the Bitter Root, Frenchtown, and Missoula Valley. 


There is a National Bison Range, and there are also a number of 
wildlife refuges that could be affected by the multipurpose river 
developments that have been discussed such as the Knowles-Paradise 
projects. 

Insofar as basinwide investigations go, in order to avoid unneces- 
sary duplication of work and costs in studies of this kind, the Bureau 
of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers signed an agreement 
April 11, 1949, which delineated areas in which each agency was 
deemed to have a primary interest, and from that point forward the 
agreement specified that subject to any directives that Congress might 
issue, responsibility for conducting new investigations on a multi- 

urpose basis would rest with the Dopestinsiit of the Interior in the 
lark Fork. 

The first step that the Bureau and the Department felt necessary 
of consideration in some of these multipurpose developments would 
be an evaluation of what were the other resources that remained to 
bé developed. As a result of that, the Bureau issued a rather large 
reconnaisance report in June 1959, which has examined all 11 sub- 
basins from the standpoint of various potentials. 

This is not a feasibility report. The report does not make any 
recommendations. However, the Bureau did not, in recognition of 
conflicts and unresolved local problems surrounding Knowles or 
Paradise, perform any work on those two projects. The engineering 
an economic studies have all been performed by the Corps as outlined 
to you by General Itschener: However, pending resolution of those 
matters, the Bureau did complete a reconnaisance classification of all 
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the lands in the basin. In addition to that, it conducted some feasi- 
bility grade studies on projects that would be complementary to the 
Knowles or Paradise projects and probably would not become adver- 
sely affected by but would be coordinated with any development plan 
that might be selected. 

One of these is the Ninemile Prairie Dam, which I called particular 
attention to because it is on the Blackfoot River. 

It will be observed that the Knowles project would more or less 
completely develop the flow of the Flathead River, but would be 
above the confluence of the Clark Fork, which would leave the Clark 
Fork uncontrolled. 

So the Ninemile Prairie Reservoir upstream would add about 1 
million acre-feet of storage. It would also provide about 60,000 kilo- 
watts of installed capacity, and, in combination with Knowles or in 
combination with Paradise, could provide some further upstream 
development. 

The estimated cost of that project would run about $55 million. 

The other project now under study is a run-of-the-river project 
below Ninemile Prairie, called McNamara, which would have an in- 
stalled capacity of something like 40,000 kilowatts. 

Finally, there is another project, Spruce Park Dam and Reservoir, 
under study that would provide storage on the middle fork of the 
Flathead River. That would be near Glacier National Park. The 
storage would amount to about 400,000 acre-feet. Through a pressure 
tunnel it would develop about 800 feet of head and bring the water 
out on the backwater of the existing Hungry Horse Reservoir. That 
would add about 78,000 kilowatts of installed capacity and is esti- 


mated to cost something like $82 million. It is a high-cost project. 
The feasibility of that has not yet been determined. 


I believe, Mr. Chairman, that I have given you a brief rundown 
of the potentials of the basin and some of the projects that are cur- 
rently under reservation. 

(Mr. Nelson’s statement follows :) 


STATEMENT BY BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, HAROLD NELSON, REGIONAL DIRECTOR, 
Boise, IDAHO 


DESCRIPTION OF THE BASIN 


The Clark Fork River Basin is a major component of the Columbia River 
system and contains the largest remaining water resource development poten- 
tial within the State of Montana. The basin, as illustrated on the attached 
basin map, extends some 250 miles northward from the border of the Snake 
River Basin to and including a small area in Canada. From a line formed by 
the Continental Divide, on the east, the basin extends westward about 250 
miles and covers western Montana (except for a small part of the Kootenai 
River in the extreme northeast corner), the northern panhandle of Idaho, and 
northeastern Washington. The latter portion from Pend Oreille Lake to the 
Columbia River is also known as the Pend Oreille River Basin. 


BASIN RUNOFF 


The Clark Fork Basin lying wholly within Montana west of the Continental 
Divide comprises an area of about 22,000 square miles. This part of the basin 
has had an annual runoff of 15,750,000 acre-feet (including 600,000 acre-feet of 
Canadian inflow) during the 1911-56 period, which is about 10 percent of the 
runoff of the Columbia River at The Dalles. 

Most of the basin’s runoff water is uncontrolled and contributes to down- 
stream floods. There is one major headwater reservoir, Hungry Horse, com- 
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pleted by the Bureau of Reclamation in 1954 on the South Fork of the Flathead 
River, with an active capacity of 2,982,000 acre-feet which is operated in the 
interest of downstream river regulation. There are a number of possible reser- 
voir sites in the basin that could provide additional storage for river regulation 
and also develop hydroelectric power for both local and regional use. 


IRRIGATION IN THE BASIN 


About 359,000 acres are presently irrigated in the basin and the Bureau of 
Reclamation has esti..ated that there is a potential of about 270,000 acres of 
nonirrigated but arable lands that could possibly be developed at sometime in 
the future. Thus, it can be seen that while the Clark Fork Basin is an area of 
abundant water resources, irrigable lands are relatively limited in relation to 
this water supply with over one-half developed now. Most of the basin is moun- 
tainous and forested. There are large tracts of natural grasslands used for 
livestock grazing. The agricultural lands are used primarily in support of the 
livestock industry and the principal areas are concentrated in a few larger 
valleys. There are numerous small tributary valleys containing farmed areas. 
About 84 percent of the irrigated land in the basin is used for forage production. 


IRRIGATION DEVELOPMENT PROBLEMS 


Future expansion of irrigation in the Clark Fork Basin will be limited by 
economic considerations and by the land resource rather than the water supply. 
Most of the suitable and easily irrigated lands are privately developed and are 
served by simple low-cost diversions. Most of the nonirrigated arable lands 
occur on isolated remnants or terraces lying at considerable elevations above 
adequate sources of irrigation water. 

Typically the arable land bodies are too scattered to be served by single proj- 
ect canal systems. High pumping heads, lengthy discharge lines, and relatively 
small bodies of land result in high per unit costs on all but a few lower-lying 
compact areas. Although the cost of supplying water to each arable tract has 
not been determined and much of the available data is of reconnaissance grade, 
it has been concluded that a source of low-cost pumping power and financial 
assistance will be required in the future irrigation development of the Clark 
Fork River Basin. 

POWER DEVELOPMENT 


There are 835,150 kilowatts of installed hydroelectric capacity in seven plants 
located in the Montana portion of Clark Fork Basin. These include four plants 
of the Montana Power Co. totaling 210,000 kilowatts, one owned by Pacific 
Power & Light Co. of 4,150 kilowatt, one built by the Washington Water Power 
Co. of 336,000 kilowatts, and the one Federal plant of 285,000 kilowatts. 


EXISTING FEDERAL PROJECTS 


The Department of the Interior has had important responsibilities in the de- 
velopment of the water and land resources of this basin since the turn of the 
century. The Bureau of Reclamation, Bureau of Indian Affairs, and the Geo- 
logical Survey have participated in the collection of basic data and construction 
of water development projects. Presently constructed projects include the Flat- 
head, Bitter Root, Frenchtown, and Missoula Valley irrigation projects serving 
some 120,000 acres of irrigated lands and the multiple-purpose Hungry Horse 
‘project containing 2,982,000 acre-feet of usable storage and an installed hydro- 
electric capacity of 285,000 kilowatts. Hungry Horse powerplant is intercon- 
nected with the other plants of the Federal Columbia River power system 
through transmission lines and other facilities built and operated by the Bonne- 
ville Power Administration. 


BASINWIDE INVESTIGATIONS 


Under the authority of Federal reclamation law (act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 
388, and acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto) the Bureau has been 
engaged in investigations of potential irrigation and resource development proj- 
ects throughout the Clark Fork Basin since the early 1900’s. Basinwide investi- 
gations in the Clark Fork by the Bureau of Reclamation were begun following 
World War II. An interim report was prepared in March 1948. Following this, 
a number of specific irrigation project investigations were started including 
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studies of the Bitterroot and Kalispell Valleys. These studies have been com- 
pleted and reports prepared. During this period the Bureau constructed the 
Hungry Horse project, located on the South Fork of the Flathead River, under 
authority of the act of June 5, 1944 (58 Stat. 270). Construction of this project 
was initiated in 1948 and was completed in fiscal year 1954. 

In order to avoid unnecessary duplication of works and costs in the studies 
of potential projects in the Columbia River Basin, the Bureau of Reclamation 
and the Corps of Engineers, U.S. Army, on April 11, 1949, signed an “Agreement 
on Principles and Responsibilities in the Columbia River Basin,” which delin- 
eated the areas in which each agency was deemed to have the primary and 
predominate interest. Exhibit G of the agreement specifies that the responsi- 
bility, subject to any directives Congress might issue, for conducting new in- 
vestigations and of continuing investigations already launched of potential 
multipurpose storage and power projects in the Clark Fork Basin should rest 
with the Bureau of Reclamation. 

In June 1959, the Bureau completed a reconnaissance report, “Clark Fork 
Basin, Montana,” inventorying the irrigation and water development potentials 
of the area drained by the Clark Fork River and its tributaries. 

This inventory indicates that of the 359,000 acres of presently irrigated land 
about 95,000 acres are in need of supplemental water. Assuming that the 
270,000 acres of nonirrigated arable lands and the portion of presently irrigated 
lands needing supplemental water are furnished an adequate irrigation supply, 
it is estimated that the additional irrigation depletion would amount to about 
450,000 acre-feet annually. The presently irrigated area depletes streamflow an 
estimated 500,000 acre-feet annually. Thus, the total irrigation depletions could 
approach 1 million acre-feet annually, or about 6 percent of the basin streamflow. 


CURRENT INVESTIGATIONS 


The Bureau of Reclamation has not made engineering or economic studies or 
plans of the Knowles project on the Flathead River or the larger pontential 
Paradise project on the Clark Fork River. Both of these projects were studied 
by the Corps of Engineers prior to 1948 and its findings were published in House 
Document No. 581, 81st Congress, 2d session. Because of the many conflicting - 
views and lack of unified support by a majority of the interests which would be 
affected by construction of either of the projects, the Bureau of Reclamation 
has during the intervening years believed that inclusion of these projects in its 
investigation program was unwarranted. 

Pending resolution of these matters, the Bureau of Reclamation has continued 
its investigative program of multiple-purpose projects and reservoirs on tributary 
streams in the Clark Fork Basin which would not conflict with the construction 
of either the Knowles or Paradise projects. In this connection field personnel 
of the Bureau have completed feasibility studies of the Ninemile Prairie Dam, 
powerplant, and reservoir, Blackfoot River project. This potential project 
would be primarily for flood control and power production but also would provide 
significant recreation and fish and wildlife benefits, a source of pumping power 
for additional irrigation developments in the basin, and a source of financial 
assistance to irrigation projects in this and other areas. 

Ninemile Prairie damsite is located on the Blackfoot River in Missoula 
County, Mont., about 22 miles upstream from the river’s confluence with the 
Clark Fork and about 42 miles east of Missoula. An earth and rockfill dam 
about 300 feet high and 1,100 feet long, which would form a 1-million-acre-foot 
storage reservoir and a 60,000-kilowatt powerplant are proposed for develop- 
ment, at this site. 

Ninemile Prairie Dam, Reservoir, and Powerplant would add 60,000 kilowatis 
of dependable capacity to the Columbia River power system. The project would 
add 581 million kilowatt-hours of energy to the system, of which 172 million 
kilowatt-hours would be average annual at-site generation and the balance of 
409 million kilowatt-hours would be average annual increased generation in 
downstream plants. About 61 percent of the downstream increase is creditable 
to downstream Federal installations. 

The Ninemile Prairie development has been an integral part of nearly all de- 
velopment plans because it would control the Blackfoot River, which is a major 
stream in the Clark Fork system. 

There is no presently recommended or authorized alternate to the Ninemile 
Prairie development. Ninemile Prairie Dam, Reservoir, and Powerplant on the 
Blackfoot River, and Knowles project on the Flathead River, are recommended 
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elements of the. major water plan for the future in the report, ‘“Water Resource 
Development, Columbia River Basin—June 1958,” Corps of Engineers, U.S. 
Army. 

Paradise damsite, on the Clark Fork below the mouth of the Flathead River, 
was selected in the 1948 studies in connection with preparation of House Docu- 
ment 531 and was an important. element in the coordinated system for control 
of Columbia River flows, particularly in the lower Columbia River area. The 
Knowles site was also considered at that time and was reviewed in the more 
recent studies as a separate and alternative project to Paradise. Construction 
of Knowles would preclude development at the Paradise site and vice versa 
because Knowles is located within the Paradise Reservoir area. There is no 
physical incompatibility between Ninemile Prairie and the two sites. In fact, 
Ninemile Prairie Dam would not physically conflict with any development in 
any comprehensive plan proposed to date. 

Construction of either the Knowles or Paradise projects for control and regu- 
lation of the Clark Fork River waters would reduce to some extent the down- 
stream benefits allocable to the proposed Ninemile Prairie project. Due to the 
fact that Paradise Reservoir would provide control at a point downstream from 
Ninemile Prairie the reduction would be greater on the allocable downstream 
flood control and power benefits than if Knowles were constructed. However, 
in either case, benefits from Ninemile Prairie would still be sufficient to justify 
that project as part of the basin’s regulatary storage. Several potential run-of- 
the-river power projects, such as McNamara, Plateau, Quartz Creek, Superior, 
and Quinn Springs, located between Ninemile Prairie and Paradise sites, would 
entirely depend upon upstream storage such as Ninemile Prairie would provide. 


The Cuarrman. The Corps of Engineers report states that Knowles 
Mg inundate 9,000 acres of land and about 1,600 acres of cultivated 
land. 

Mr. Netson. The 16,000 I was giving you was Paradise. It would 
be both forks. 

I think the two statements are compatible. I agree that the 9,000 
would roughly approximate the Flathead project. The rest. would be 
on Clark Fork if Paradise were built. 

I might add in that connection, Senator Anderson, that some pre- 
liminary studies were made of the replacement areas that might be 
available close to the pool area. We find something like 47,000 acres. 
However, the quality of those lands is considerably lower. 

We recognize the construction and operating problems that have 
been mentioned. No detailed studies have been made. They are not 
considered to be warranted until there are some fundamental decisions 
on the development plan. It will take quite a lot of general inves- 
tigation funds to run those things out. 

The Cuarman. What sort of land does the bison range occupy ? 
eae Nextson. I think Mr. McBroom would be qualified to answer 
that. 

The Cuarmany. Is it good land or rough land? 

Mr. McBroom. I believe I am the next witness. Shall we wait 
until then ? 

(Mr. McBroom subsequently provided the following description of 
the area :) 


The National Bison Range is an area of steep hills and wide valleys, in the 
great basin between the Continental Divide and the Bitterroot Mountains, above 
Missoula in western Montana. The famed buffalo grass that fed the extensive 
herds on the prairies does not grow here, but there is sufficient nourishment for 
the stock in the wheatgrass and fescue that blanket the area. Though snow 
piles into huge drifts in nearby hills, the bison range is so located that it is 
scantily covered in winter. Even in the worst weather, bison are ruggedly self- 
sufficient, and can find forage by rooting through the snow. 
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The upper hills are covered with Douglas-fir and yellow pine, and along the 
creek bottoms are junipers, aspens, and cottonwoods. These creek bottoms are 
favored by the white-tailed deer, while the mule deer frequent the higher slopes 
and ridges. Plants at this altitude are the bitterroot, which is Montana’s State 
flower, paintbrush, and penstemon. Patches of balsamroot and lupine brighten 
the hills in season, and lower down the larkspur, yellow bells, and asters bloom 
on nature’s schedule. Clematis and wild cucumber cover some of the 23 miles 


of big-game fence that surrounds the area. 
Shrubs of the refuge include the currant, Juneberry, or serviceberry, choke- 
cherry, mockorange, and wild rose, whose seed pods, or hips, are relished by 
ds. 


Mr. Netson. In addition to the irrigated areas, there is quite a con- 
siderable area of natural grassland now used for agricultural pur- 
poses. I believe something like 114 million acres was studied, to come 
up with this total I gave you, that might be susceptible to a higher 
oe of development. : 

he Cuarrman. You recognize, with the present agricultural sur- 
pluses, the Congress may not be enthusiastic about bringing a couple 
of hundred thousand acres of irrigated land ? 

Mr. Netson. Yes,sir. That is a long-range estimate. 

Senator Atiorr. On your map you have a yellow area here— 
Kalispell, which is a potentially irrigable area, and it is the only large 
unit in all of your yellow-designated development zone. 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Attorr. Where does that fit into your map? 

Mr. Newson. That is completely above the area that would be 
affected by the development of the Knowles-Paradise projects, which 
are below Flathead Lake. 

The blue area is the Flathead Lake. The Flathead River flows 
out of Flathead Lake to the south and to the west. 

Senator Atuorr. That is in the Kerr Dam area? 

Mr. Netson. Yes; below Kerr Dam. 

Senator Attorr. How would this Kalispell area, if we can refer to 
it that way, then be susceptible of irrigation ? 

Mr. Netson. The Kalispell area would be susceptible to irrigation 
if and when conditions warrant, by pumping from the Flathead River 
in that area. It would not be connected with the Knowles-Paradise 
project in any way. This is just a basin representation of the 
whole basin. 

Senator Atxorr. So it would be a pumping project completely from 
the Flathead River ? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Attorr. I would like to ask this other question. 

Your yellow spots, which designate your possible or susceptible 
irrigable lands, seem to be extremely scattered and extremely small, 
as you have stated. 

We face this problem: you can grow sugar beets up there. At the 
present time there are no quotas available for sugar beets. So I pre- 
sume, as a crop, it is fairly well eliminated. 

I see Senator Jackson sitting on my left, and he has tried to get 
additional quotas for his State, too. So I presume this is a thing 
that we could only consider as a very helt thing in the future. 

Mr. Netson. That is correct. 

Senator Atxorr. Can you justify a $500 or $600 an acre cost for 
the production of forage corps? I personally cannot see how you 
can do it. 
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Mr. Netson. I am saying you cannot, sir. 

Senator Atiorr. The only thing that might be grown in this area, 
if you eliminate the forage crops, is the small grains. 

r. Netson. And row crops in the lower regions of the basin. 

Senator Atxorr. To identify that with the map, that would be in 
the area which goes toward the northwest corner of the map? 

Mr. Netson. That is correct, sir. 

Renator Au.otr. How many acres would actually be there in that 
area ? 

Mr. Netson. The lower Clark Fork would have about 25,000 acres 
susceptible of development. It would probably be developed by 
rather small pumping lifts from the river. 

In that particular area I am sure that the construction cost would 
be much lower than the average I gave you, which would be for high- 
cost replacement. But the operation and maintenance cost would be 
high because of the necessity for pumping, possibly as much as 200 

eet. 

I would say that all of the areas delineated on this map are 200 
feet or less from the river. So individual areas where only a small 
pumping plant is involved would probably not carry the high per 
acre cost, but would carry a high annual operation and maintenance 
cost which, in turn, would make the availability of pumping power 
vey important. 

enator GRUENING. What would be a minimum cost for the irriga- 
= of ean or 20,000 acres? What would be the approximate over- 
all cost ¢ 

Mr. Netson. Are you asking me that on a per-acre-per-year basis 
or a total cost? 

Senator Grugentrne. On the total cost. 

Mr. Netson. We have estimated that the water users here could 
afford to pay something on the order of about $6 per acre per year. 
That includes operation and maintenance and return on capital invest- 
ment. So, if you are referring to a 10,000-acre project, and $2-per- 
acre-per-year repayment, in 50 years the water users would pay about 
a million dollars. 

My estimate is that the cost of the project of that kind would prob- 
ably run three times that. It would pay about one-third of the proper 
cost. 

Senator Gruentne. Would you consider that an economically 
sound undertaking ? 

Mr. Nrtson. That would depend upon the benefit cost determination 
and an analysis of the productivity capacity of the land. I would say 
that the areas we have delineated in yellow, we feel over the long pull, 
probably can develop a favorable benefit-cost ratio. 

Senator Grueninc. You mean over 50 years. Is that what you 
mean by the long pull? 

Mr. Netson. I was referring to the pressures to develop land in the 
future years. I would say as of this time the Department and the 
Bureau of Reclamation are not proposing a new irrigation develop- 
ment in that area. 

Senator Gruenine. Then your answer is that it is not economically 
feasible? 

Mr. Nztson. It is not economically feasible at the present time. 
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Senator Grueninc. Although you say in the long pull it would be. 
Mr. Netson. Feasibility probably could be developed depending 
on the availability of pumping power and surplus power revenues to 
aid repayment of irrigation costs. 
a Grouenine. Aren’t your two statements somewhat in con- 
ict 

On the one hand, you say you don’t recommend, and, on the other, 
you say it will work out in the long pull. Which is it? 

Mr. Netson. We do not recommend it now because we do not have 
the availability of pumping power. We have not conducted detailed 
economic analyses of any of these areas. 

Senator Gruentne. You really.do not have information at the pres- 
ent time? 

Mr. Netson. We do not. We have the background of 120,000 acres 
of, I would say, completely successful irrigation development up to 
this time in the general range [I have given you, of repayment of about 
$6 an acre per year. 

Senator Brstz. In line with that question of Senator Gruening, you 
are going to displace about 9,000 acres if Knowles Dam were to be 
constructed. Is this correct? 

Mr. Netson. I would say that is correct, sir. 

Senator Bratz. Have you developed any figures, or do you have 
any idea of what the cost of replacing the 9,000 acres would be per 
acre? 

Mr. Netson. No, sir; we have not. 

Senator Brste. You have no idea of that at all? 

Mr. Netson. No, sir. 

Senator Brste. Is it $100 an acre, or $200? 

Did I not understand General Itschner to say it could be $500 an 
acre 

Mr. Netson. No. I used the figure that it would be several hundred 
dollars an acre. It could conceivably cost $500 or $600 an acre, which 
includes $200 for preparing the land for irrigation. 

Senator Brste. If you take farmers away and place them in some 
other general area, your statement is that it would cost about $500 
an acre ? 

Mr. Netson. It could, conceivably. 

Senator Brste. But you say you have not made a study of it. 

Mr. Netson. That is right. 

Senator Brstez. I do not want to be unfair on the question because 
you have not made a study. 

Mr. Netson. We have not felt at this stage of the game that ex- 
penditures of that kind were warranted. 

Senator Attorr. Now, if I may comment, we were getting at the 
type of crops that could be expected from this area. As you explained, 
it would all result in either forage crops or the small grains. 

Mr. Nexson. Yes. 

Senator Atxorr. As I look at this map, what this means is that, 
compared with the total cost, you have little justification for this 
project from the standpoint of irrigation ? 

Mr. Nexson. That is correct. 

Senator Attorr. You mentioned a 200-foot head. Just to put this 
in the realm of practicality, it'is a very expensive process to pump 
water against a 200-foot head, is it not ? 
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Mr. Newson. Yes. 

Senator Attort. I think that is all. 

The Cuarrman. Are there additional questions? 

If not, Mr. McBroom, do you have a statement on this? 


STATEMENT OF JAMES T. McBROOM, CHIEF, BRANCH OF RIVER 
BASIN STUDIES, BUREAU OF SPORT FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE, 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE; AND W. E. ACKERKNECHT, 
ASSISTANT CHIEF, BRANCH OF WILDLIFE REFUGES 


Mr. McBroom. Mr. Chairman, we appreciate the opportunity of 
appearing before the committee this morning. We do have a state- 
ment of four or five pages, and I will attempt to boil it down as much 
as poets 

irst, the Fish and Wildlife Service has investigated this project in 
accordance with the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act to determine’ 
its effects on fish and wildlife resources. This has been in the nature 
of a preliminary and reconnaissance report that has been prepared 
so far. 

On the fishery side we find that there is good fishing in the river that’ 
will be flooded out. The reservoir that will be built will result in a 
good-size rough fish population, and this will present a problem. 
Our major concern, however, Mr. Chairman, is the effect that this 
project will have on the National Bison Range. 

Senator Attorr. Are you going to come back to fish at any time? 

Mr, McBroom. That is all I am planning to say on the subject of 
fish. 

Senator Attorr. I would like to ask one question. 

Is this involved in the salmon run at all? 

Mr. McBroom. No, sir. 

The National Bison Range was established by act of Congress in 
1908. It consists of about 18,500 acres. This range was constructed 
by public subscription as well as by appropriation of Congress. It is 
one of the finest if not the finest area for bison that we have left in 
the country. 

If the Knowles project is to be constructed, some 2,200 acres of 
range, including both open land and wintering areas, would be lost 
by inundation. An additional 3,000 acres and the principal water 
supplies would be isolated by the necessary relocation of the rail- 
road right-of-way. This would mean that something over 5,000 
acres of the total would be rendered unusable as part of the range. 
This would take the very heart out of it. 

We have a great number of problems with the management of this 
species. It is doubtful in our mind whether an additional area 
located at some distance from what would be left of the bison range 
could be utilized. Buffalo are not species that can be driven or 
herded. There are a lot of problems, one of which is that the cows 
are likely to throw their calves and a large proportion of miscar- 


riages. 

We have estimated a number of measures that need to be under- 
taken as part of the project if it is carried out. These measures are 
spelled out fully in the statement which I have presented to this 
committee. 
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Senator Brstze. Before you develop that, may I ask one question. 

How many bison do you estimate there are on the range at the 
present time ? 

Mr. Ackerknecut. About 350 head. We can carry about 500 or 
600 head, but about 6 or 7 years ago we had a sentimental refuge man- 
ager and he let the range deteriorate because he wanted the animals 
to build up. In the last 6 or 7 years we have gone into a revegetation 
programm, and, as a result, we have had the heard down to 300 head. 
Ve are gradually building up now, so that there are about 350 head. 

Senator Brste. What other type of animals do you have on the 


mnget 
r. ACKERKNECHT. Antelope, big horn sheep elk, mule and white- 
tail deer. 

Senator Biste. In roughly what numbers? 

Mr. AckerKNEcHT. There are approximately 65 elk in the area, 400 
deer, about 75 big horns, and about 60 antelope. 

Senator Bratz. This is the total animal population within this bison 
range that has just been described ? 

r. ACKERKNECHT. That is right. It will be built up higher after 
our revegetation program is completed. 

Senator Brstz. Do you have an open season on bison ? 

Mr. Ackrernnecut. No, sir. They are all disposed of under a con- 
trol system. We don’t allow any hunting on the refuge. 

Senator Brstz. What is the control system? Do you give them 
50 permits ? 

Mr. AckERKNERCHT. We bring them into corrals and sort them out 
like you would a normal cattle herd. It is a rather trickey operation 
and we handle it exclusively with our own personnel. The animals 
are too dangerous to allow hunting as far as we are concerned. 

The Cuarmman. What is the total population of bison in the 
country ? 

Mr. AckEerRKNECHT. Between 8,000 and 9,000 head. This is the 
only project ever established specifically for buffalo. 

The Cuarrman. Under the Federal Government ?. 

Mr. McBroom. Yes. This is the only one established specifically 
for buffalo. 

The cost of carrying out the measures that we have estimated in 
our preliminary report is estimated at $2,096,600. Included in this 
figure was a tentative estimate of $350,000 for acquisition of land to 
replace the habitat lost on the bison range, $250,000 for the relocation 
of refuge headquarters and administration facilities, and $250,000 for 
replacement of big-game fencing. The refuge headquarters would be 
_ inundated completely. 

The Cuarrman. How much property cost do you have in the head- 
quarters? You only have 300 buffalo. You don’t have too much 
headquarters. 

Mr. AcKErKNECHT. No, sir. 

We estimate that the existing facilities that would be inundated 
would cost about a quarter of a million dollars to replace. Some of 
those have been in existence for quite a number of years. In fact, the 
project has been in operation for over 50 years. 

The Cuarrman. Would you send us a little sketch of what you have 
to run 350 buffalo? You certainly have no problem in connection 
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with 70 or 80 head of elk. We have many, many ranches that have 
those in the back yard. 3 
Mr. McBroom. You want a description of the headquarters facility ? 
The Cuatrman. Yes. I would like to know what is going to cost a 
quarter million dollars, to look after that many head. 
(The following information was later supplied for the record :) 


NATIONAL Bison RANGE, ADMINISTRATIVE F'acrLities, Marcy 31, 1960 


The administrative facilities for the National Bison Range, Montana, consist of 
the following : 
1 office building. 
1 service building. 
1 shop and warehouse combination building. 
2 equipment buildings. 
1 warehouse. 
4 garages. 
1 oil house 
2 pump houses. 
1 horse barn. 
2 utility buildings. 
1 coal storage house. 
5 residences. 

If it is necessary to replace the administrative facilities, some reduction in 
the number of buildings doubtless can be made through consolidation. 

Mr. AcKERKNECHT. We have a sizable herd of horses. We have 10 
or 12 riding animals we have to maintain. We have facilities for our 
staff. 

Senator Brstz. If I might interpolate, how much does it cost per 
bison? How much does Uncle Sam pay per bison? What is the oper- 
ation and maintenance cost of a bison per year? 

Mr. AcKERKNECcHT. I don’t have the figure. 

The annual operating costs run between $30,000 and $40,000. _ 

Senator Grurentne. Has the Department given any consideration 
to a replacement range somewhere for the land that would be taken 
out by the project? I know that was suggested by Senator Murray. 

Mr. AckrerKNECHT. Yes; we have given some consideration. We 
have been unable so far to find any suitable range. 

Senator GrvuEninG. We have lots of replacement areas in Alaska. 

Mr. AckerKNeEcutT. The buffalo that are in Alaska are animals that 
came from the National Bison Range. 

Senator GruEninG. Yes, sir. We are glad to have them. They 
have propagated quite rapidly. 

Mr. McBroom. It may cost $2,250,000 for land and water as re- 
placement. The amount equal to the 1958 estimate of $2,096,600, 
which I referred to earlier, is included in the construction cost esti- 
mate contained in the report of the division engineer of the Corps of 
Engineers on water resource development, Columbia River Basin, 
dated June 1958. It is also contained in a report of the Board of 
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, dated June 5, 1959. 

If a new estimate were to be made today, it would have to be in- 
creased by $2,150,000 at least to provide adequately for the total 
replacement of the bison range, if that is required. 

The CHairman. Does that that mean a total of $4 million? 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Is that $10,000 a bison ? 
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Mr. McBroom. No, sir. A substantial part of the total cost would 
be for fish and wildlife measures other than those related to the Na- 
tional Bison Range. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service is now preparing a detailed report 
scheduled for completion in April 1961, which will further analyze the 
effect of the project on fish and wildlife, and approach specific meas- 
ures for mitigation and enhancement of these resources in connection 
with the project construction and operation. The cost estimate for 
ares out the needed meastires will be brought up to date at that 

ime. 

Close cooperation with the Corps of Engineers or any other con- 
struction agency will be continued so that the measures needed for 
fish and wildlife can be integrated with other project plans. 

That completes the statement, Mr. Chairman. 

We have some leaflets on the National Bison Range. I don’t offer 
them for the record, but the committee might like to look them over. 

May I ask that our whole statement be incorporated in the record? 

The CHarrMan. Yes. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THE BUREAU OF Sport FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE 


In accordance with the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act the Bureau of 
Sport Fisheries and Wildlife, in cooperation with the Montana Department of 
Fish and Game, prepared a report, dated October 31, 1959, on fish and wildlife 
resources of the Clark Fork River Basin, including the Knowles Reservoir proj- 
ect. The Knowles project was also discussed in a report, dated February 19583, 
prepared by the Fish and Wildlife Service in cooperation with the Montana 
Department of Fish and Game and other State conservation agencies. 

In these reports it was pointed out that the project would inundate stream 
habitat, including spawning areas, of resident-game fish. The reservoir would 
cause undesirable rough fish species to increase unless they were controlled, 
would probably cause increases in populations of warm-water species, and would 
affect game-fish populations adversely through water-level fluctuation and loss 
of spawhing areas. The gamefish populations might furnish good fishing, 
however, if a stocking program, control of rough fishes, and water-level stabiliza- 
tion—particularly during the summer months—could be accomplished. The 
downstream fishery might be benefited substantially by control of river flows 
and provision of a cool temperature regimen. The National Bison Range, ad- 
ministered by the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife, would be severely 
damaged by the project. The refuge comprises a most important bison habitat 
and is the only Federal area in the country established specifically to preserve 
this species. Had it not been for this refuge, the bison might well have vanished 
from the United States. The refuge of 18,540 acres was established by Act of 
Congress in 1908. Funds for purchase of the original bison stock were obtained 
by national public subscription conducted by the American Bison Society. 
School children contributed their pennies so that ths great American animal 
could be preserved for posterity. 

Some 2,192 acres of range, including essential bottomland and wintering 
areas, would be lost by inundation to bison and other big-game using the range. 
An additional 3,000 acres and the principal water supplies would be isolated 
through railroad relocation. Relocation of headquarters buildings and other 
facilities would be necessary. If the Knowles project is constructed, and if 
suitable replacement for winter range adjoining the existing refuge is not found, 
it may be necessary to replace the refuge in total at some other location. Annual 
transfer of bison between winter range and summer range by driving methods, 
if needed because of separation of the two, is infeasible because of the damage 
the animals do to one another and the associated high rate of abortion during 
spring movement. The effect of the project on the Canada goose population of 
western Montana would be serious because of flooding of nesting habitat. The 
project would also cause a significant decline in the largest and most heavily 
utilized pheasant population in northwestern Montana. 
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In our report entitled, “Comments on Fish and Wildlife Resources in the 
Columbia River Basin” in relation to review of House Document 531, 81st Con- 
gress, by the Corps of Engineers, dated February 1958, it was pointed out that the 
following measures should be undertaken if the Knowles project were con- 
structed: 

(1) Detailed studies of fishery resources; (2) chemical treatment of the im- 
poundment area and tributary streams to remove undesirable rough fish species; 
(3) stocking of treated water with resident game fish; (4) construction of 
hatchery facilities to provide fish to maintain resident game-fish populations and 
development of remaining spawning areas by stream improvement in the reser- 
voir and tributary streams; (5) stabilization of reservoir levels, especially in 
the summer months, to aid in fish production and harvest; (6) provision for 
flow releases from a low level in the reservoir at a minimum of 2,000 cubic feet 
per second and free from sudden and severe fluctuations in volume; (7) detailed 
studies of wildlife; (8) development of nesting habitat for Canada geese; (9) 
provision of management areas for brooding and feeding by Canada geese; (10) 
construction of controlled-level impoundments for waterfowl, development areas; 
(11) aequisition of lands for development of pheasant habitat; (12) acquisition 
of lands if available adjacent to the National Bison Range suitable for range 
development, and relocation of headquarters and other facilities, or relocation 
of the entire bison range and appurtenant facilities to another area if range 
replacement on adjacent land proves neither feasible nor satisfactory ; and (13) 
fencing of game-management areas to exclude livestock and permit controlled 
access. 

The cost of carrying out the above measures was estimated at $2,096,600 in 
1958. Included in this figure was a tentative estimate of $350,000 for acquisition 
of land to replace the habitat lost on the Bison Range and relocation of refuge 
headquarters and other facilities. Today, it is estimated that replacement of 
headquarters facilities alone would cost about $250,000; and if total replacement 
of the refuge should prove necessary, it may cost as much as $2,250,000 for land 
and water for the refuge. 

An amount equal to the 1958 estimate of $2,096,600 is included in the con- 
struction cost estimate contained in the report of the Division Engineer, Corps of 
Engineers, on “Water Resource Development, Columbia River Basin” dated 
June 1958, and the report of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors 
dated June 5, 1959. If a new estimate were to be made today, it would have to 
be increased by at least $2,150,000 to provide adequately for total replacement 
of the Bison Range if such is required. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service is now preparing a detailed report, scheduled for 
completion in April 1961, which will further analyze the effects of the project 
on fish and wildlife and propose specific measures for mitigation and enhance- 
ment of these resources in connection with project construction and operation. 
Cost estimates for carrying out the needed measures will be brought up to date 
at that time. Close cooperation with the Corps of Engineers will be continued 
so that measures needed for fish and wildlife can be integrated with other 
project plans. 


The Cuarrman. Are there any other questions? ‘ 
We have made arrangements to go into another session, but Mr. 
Florance is still to testify. Do you have a statement on this? 


STATEMENT OF REYNOLDS FLORANCE, DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Fiorance. Yes, sir, I havea prepared statement. 

The CuatrMan. Could you put it in the record ? 

Mr. Fiorance. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. If we need you, we will call you back. 

Mr. Frorancr. Yes, sir. 

The Cuareman. I think you better do it because we have some 
other projects coming. 
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(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF REYNOLDS G. FLORANCE, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF LEGISLATIVE RE- 
PORTING AND LIAISON, FOREST SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate the opportunity 
to appear before you and make this statement as to the effects that the project 
which S. 1226 would authorize would have on the national forests. 

S. 1226 would authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct the Knowles 
Dam project in the Clark Fork-Flathead River Basin, substantially in accord- 
ance with the physical plans set out in the Columbia River Review Report of 
the Corps of Engineers. The bill would also provide that the Secretary of the 
Interior could approve an alternate site within certain limits. The Paradise 
Dam project which is also described in the aforementioned report is within 
these limits and could be the alternate site. 

The Forest Service made a survey of the impacts of both of these proposed 
projects upon the national forests, as it does in the case of other proposed reser- 
voir projects. The Forest Service reports of these impacts are included in the 
Corps of Engineers report. 

There is a general procedure for Forest Service participation in the survey 
and planning of reservoir projects which I might briefly describe. 

Reservoirs and related developments can have.both adverse and favorable 
effects upon the surrounding lands and resources. When such projects are 
within or adjacent to the national forests, it is necessary for the Forest Service 
to make a survey as to the projects’ impact upon the management, develop- 
ment, and utilization of the national forests. 

Because of its responsibility for overall Department of Agriculture leadership 
in forestry matters, the Forest Service is also concerned with the relationship 
of reservoir development to forest resources on non-Federal lands. Forest 
Service responsibility with respect to non-Federal lands has been discharged 
through informing the State foresters of proposed projects, providing assistance 
as needed in field investigations, and correlating impact studies for Federal and 
non-Federal lands. 

For a number of years there has been, through the Interagency Committee on 
Water Resources, a close working relationship with other agencies in connection 
with proposed reservoir projects. There is direct and constant liaison at both 
the Washington and field levels. 

Principal objectives and responsibilities of the Forest Service in considering 
the impacts of proposed reservoir construction on the lands, resources, improve- 
ments, uses, and activities under its administration are: (1) Participation from 
the inception in investigations, surveys, and the preparation of reports analyzing 
the impacts, both favorable and adverse, of proposed reservoir projects; (2) 
specifying needs and planning for relocation or replacement of services and facil- 
ities inundated or impaired; (3) advance planning and revision of management 
plans for other resources to minimize adverse effects and take advantage of 
favorable aspects of water resource development; and (4) arranging to furnish 
extra administrative and protective services during the construction period as 
needed and requested by the construction agency. 

The key to the success of this survey and advance planning activity is the 
participation in the project studies and proposals from their inception. 

The impacts of the proposed Knowles and Paradise Dam projects upon 
affected national forest lands, resources, and uses are summarized as follows: 


KNOWLES DAM PROJECT 


The Knowles project damsite is located on the Flathead River in Montana 
about 2.7 miles upstream from the confluence of the Clark Fork and Flathead 
Rivers approximately 40 miles southeast of Thompson Falls. The dam would be 
located near the exterior boundary of the Lolo National Forest. It would 
directly affect not over 300 acres of national-forest land, with perhaps less 
than 40 acres being inundated. : 

Within or adjacent to the flowage area and outside the national forest bound- 
ary the Forest Service leases three tracts of winter horse pasture. The project 
would inundate approximately 100 acres of one of these tracts and our Perma 
winter range headquarters. - It would separate the remaining grazing areas. 
In addition to the relocation or replacement of the Perma winter range head- 
quarters, approximately 17.5 miles of fence constructed by the Forest Service 
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would need relocation and reconstruction. If, as indicated in the report of the 
corps, Highway 10A between Ravalli and the confluence of the Clark Fork 
and Flathead Rivers were reconstructed above the flowage line and a short 
section of road were constructed along the north side of the flowage area there 
would be little or no impact from this project on the use and administration of 
national forest lands. 

PARADISE DAM PROJECT 


The site of the proposed Paradise Dam is on the Clark Fork River approxi- 
mately 4 miles downstream from the confluence of the Clark Fork and Flathead 
Rivers. It is approximately 33 miles southeast of Thompson Falls. This dam 
would form a reservoir extending up the Clark Fork River for a distance of 
39 miles and up the Flathead River for a distance of 66 miles embracing all 
of Knowles Dam area. The reservoir would extend into the major tributaries 
of these rivers for distances of from 1 to 16 miles. The total inundated area 
would be 66,132 acres, of which 1,845 acres would be national TOreNs lands in 
the Lolo National Forest. 

Although only a small percentage of the total flooded area weal be national 
forest land, the reservoir would have important impacts upon the administra- 
tion, management, and uses of a much larger area of national forest. This 
is due mainly to the elongated impoundment area adjoining national forest lands. 

Within that portion of the proposed reservoir area located inside the exterior 
boundaries of the Lolo National Forest, there are 18 miles of forest highway, 
4 miles of forest development road, 18 miles of county road, and 1 mile of forest 
trail. 

A public camp and picnic area near the mouth of Sloway Gulch and a public 
picnic area at the mouth of Cascade Creek are both within the proposed flowage 
area. The St. Regis ranger station is also located within the proposed reservoir 
site. The ranger station has all the needed facilities and improvements to 
accommodate an office force of 5 and a work crew of 20 men. 

All of these facilities and services would need to be relocated or replaced if 
the Paradise Dam were built, in addition to those that would need to be replaced 
if either the Knowles Dam or Paradise Dam were to be constructed. 

The Corps of Engineers’ report recognizes the need for these relocations and 
replacements in connection with both projects. These would be done as a part 
of the project costs. 

As is the case when any reservoir project is constructed within or adjacent to 
national forest lands, certain adjustments would necessarily need to be made in 
our resource management plans and in our plans for additional facilities and 
services to meet increased public demands on the resources of the area. 

Because of high risk and high hazard fire conditions, the fire protection pro- 
vided for this area is more intensive than average. This is a continuing job. 
Increased fire protection services would be necessary following construction, 
due to reservoir-attracted public uses. 

The replacement road system would provide improved accessibility in some 
areas but it would not be as satisfactory as the system which is and could be 
installed without the reservoir. The relocated system would be in rockier ter- 
rain, resulting in some increase in road maintenance costs. It would be at a 
higher elevation from the valley bottom, resulting in reduction in alinement 
qualities. 

After completion of the project, the reservoir would enhance recreation if the 
drawdown in water were during the winter months. Based on population 
trends, improved accessibility, and the greater attraction of the project area, 
recreation visits would undoubtedly increase appreciably. Preliminary study 
indicates that desirable sites for recreational developments are limited. A min- 
imum of 13 recreation sites, with a capacity of at least 190 family units and 
including sanitary facilities, water systems, boat docks, loading ramps, and 
access roads, would be required. 

The needed additional facilities and services would be undertaken by the 
Forest Service as a part of its regular program activities. 

In reporting on other bills which would authorize reservoir construction 
within the national forests, the Department of Agriculture has explained that 
it already has authority to develop and manage the recreation resources of the 
national forests. We do not believe that S. 1226 would give authority to the 
Secretary of the Interior to develop and maintain recreation facilities on 
national forest lands nor to transfer national forest lands to local governments 
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for recreation purposes. If there is any question on this, we recommend that 
it be made clear. The Department has also recommended in reporting on other 
reservoir project bills that any lands acquired within national forest boundaries 
for project or recreational purposes that are not needed for actual use for 
project works be added to and administered with the national forests. 

Mr. O’Hara. M. L. Countryman, the general counsel of the North- 
ern Pacific, expected to be here, and would have been here for the 
original hearing which was set, but which was postponed until today. 
Since that time it has been impossible for him to be back and he has 
asked me to appear here. 

The only question which I have: Is the record on S. 1226 still open 
so I may advise Mr. Countryman whether or not he may want to file 
a statement ? 

The CuatmrmAn. Without objection, it will be regarded that the 
record on S. 1226 is still open. 

We have very definitely the question of the matter of this dual 
tunnel. We would appreciate any statement with reference to the 
project in general. 

Mr. O’Hara. I think they have testified previously, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarmman. But this dual tunnel involves some $110 million. 

Mr. O’Hara, I was a little disturbed about what General Itschner 
said. Unfortunately, Mr. Countryman will not be back in his office 
until next Monday. 

The CuHarrman. Without objection, he has time to file a statement 
with the committee, and the record will remain open. 

Mr. O’Hara. That is the only request I have. — 

The Cuarrman. Angus McDonald, of the National Farmers Union 
is our next witness. 


STATEMENT OF ANGUS McDONALD, COORDINATOR OF LEGISLATIVE 
SERVICES, NATIONAL FARMERS UNION 


Mr. McDonatp. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
appears here in support of S. 1226 which provides for construction 
of a project either at a site on the confluence of the Clark Fork-Flat- 
head River (the Paradise site) or on the Flathead above the confluence 
(the Knowles site). As we interpret this legislation, the determina- 
tion of the site of this development depends on future study. Before 
discussing the factual situation in regard to the Paradise and Knowles 
sites, I will state the fundamental position of the National Farmers 
Union in regard to resource development. 

Our organization over a period of more than 50 years has repeatedly 
endorsed the principle of comprehensive development. We under- 
. stand this to mean the development of all the resources in a river 
valley, including flood control, navigation, electric power, fish and 
wildlife, recreation, irrigation, and utilization of all the soil and 
water resources in a way that would be beneficial to the greatest. possi- 
ble number of citizens. A corollary of this great principle, which 
our organization has worked for, is the preference principle which 
simply means that the benefits of resource development, particularly 
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water for the purpose of irrigation and electric power and residential 
and business uses should be distributed at the lowest possible cost and 
to the maximum number of families. 

Specifically this principle is spelled out in the preference clause 


which has appeared repeatedly in resource legislation since Theodore 
Roosevelt first caused it to be inserted in the Reclamation Act of 
1906. The application of this principle does not mean that any busi- 
ness or industrial group seeking to make a profit on its operation 
should be denied power of water made available by the building of a 
Federal project. It simply means that in regard to electric power 
nonprofit groups such as cooperatives and municipalities shall have 
the opportunity to fulfill their needs and that what 1s left over may be 
distributed to private utilities. 

The preference principle as applied to water is usually referred to 
as the 160-acre limitation. This simply means that a man and wife 
owning land in a project area are entitled to purchase from the Fed- 
eral project sufficient water to irrigate 320 acres of land. Farmers 
Union reemphasizes our endorsement of this antimonopoly family- 
farm law and asserts that exhaustive investigation by the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture has failed to prove that 320 acres of irrigated 
land is insufficient for the support of a farm family. We, therefore, 
urge that application of this principle be made a condition of the 
enactment of this legislation. 

In regard to our specific views on the project proposed here, we 
believe that the evidence is overwhelming in favor of the selection of 
the Paradise site. According to a report of the Army Engineers, 
“Water Resource Development—Columbia River Basin,” volume 1, — 
June 1958, page 188, the Paradise project would provide 4,080,000 
acre-feet of storage for flood control and power. The project would 
generate an average of about 2,024 million kilowatts annually at the 
site and 2,497 million kilowatts annually at downstream plants. In 
the system, 1,009,000 kilowatts of prime power would be available. 

The Corps of Army Engineers in their report suggests three alter- 
nate plans: The first is the Paradise development which is objected 
to because of the costs of relocation. The engineers admit that Para- 
dise is by far the more feasible site but dismissed it because of reloca- 
tion costs. 

The second plan relates to the Knowles project on the Flathead 
River and avoids a good deal of the relocation costs. This project 
would, however, result in considerably less water storage installed 
electric power capacity. The third plan consists of a group of smaller 
projects, including Buffalo Rapids and several others. Paradise proj- 
ect would inundate, according to the Army Engineers report (p. 184, 
ibid.), 69 miles of the main lines of the Northern Pacific Railway, 13 
miles of Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific Railroads, and 7 
miles of the Polson branch line of the Northern Pacific Railway. It 
is estimated that relocation of these and other related facilities would 
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cost $291,170,000. Here is an itemized list of the construction cost 
(ibid., p. 189) : 
Construction cost 


Feature Estimated cost 
Lands and damages 
Relocations 


* 2, 584, 000 
40, 802, 000 


Buildings, grounds, and utilities 
Permanent operating equipment. 
Preauthorization studies 
Engineering and design 
Supervision and administration 
Construction facilities 


492, 262, 000 
61, 533, 000 


553, 795, 000 


Interest and amortization $19, 527, 000 
Operation and maintenance, except recreation 802, 000 
Replacements, except recreation 242, 000 
Recreation : 
Operation and maintenance 8, 000 
WOPINCMNEDS 2. coke e dca sh eeedsee seed Co AL GLOes 6, 000 


Subtotal 20, 585, 000 


Additional economic costs on national forest lands: ” 
Loss of timber 
Increase in harvesting costs 


Total annual costs 


1 Includes cost of engineering, design, supervision, and administration. 
2 As estimated by U.S. Forest Service. 


Annual costs, excluding taxves, with project accomplishments summarized 


Basic flood 
Purpose control plan 


31, 129, 000 
20, 604, 800 


Justification ratio 1.51 


Attention is called to an article in Fortune magazine, August 1958, 
*A Plan To Save the Railroads,” by Gilbert Burck, in which it is sug- 
ested that at least two of the major railroads’ trunklines crossing the 
tate of Montana are unnecessary. I request that this article from 
Fortune magazine be inserted in the record. It appears that there is 
a possibility the railroads might abandon some of the unnecessary 
lines traversing the State of Montana. I suggest that this matter be 
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given study by the committee and that possible investigation be ini- 
tiated by other appropriate committees looking toward the possibility 
of railroad consolidation. It would seem on the face of it uneco- 
nomical and even ridiculous to pay the railroads $290 million for 
lines which they should abandon. Pending answers to some of the 
uestions raised by the Fortune article, we suggest that selection of the 

site be postponed until the relationship of the Paradise site to the rail- 
roads is thoroughly investigated. 

The Cuatmrman. Thank you, Mr. McDonald. The article you refer 
to will be printed at this point in the record. 

(The article is as follows :) 


{From Fortune, August 1958] 
A PLAN TO SAVE THE RAILROADS 
(By Gilbert Burck) 


It is still not too late for U.S. railroads to do what they should have done 
years ago: consolidate into three or four noncompetitive, integrated, regional 
systems that would absorb every one of the 634 existing companies. The rail- 
road industry’s performance in 1958 is dismal. Even with a general economic 
upturn in the second half of the year, the roads will be lucky to earn a niggardly 
$400 million net profit on gross revenues of more than $9 billion. This is evi- 
dence not merely of the recession but of the chronic inability of the industry’s 
overbuilt plant to earn an adequate return. The remedy is consolidation on a 
grand Secale. It would eliminate thousands of miles of duplicate track, close 
down hundreds of redundant yards and terminals, let the roads move traffic 
much more expeditiously and cheaply, and save hundreds of millions of dollars 
a year. In fact, large-scale consolidation is probably the only measure that 
will enable the railroad industry to make enough money to survive as private 
enterprise. 

It is true that the Smathers Act, passed by Congress in June, gave the rail- 
roads some relief from their burdens, including more freedom in ratemaking. 
This may mean that the Interstate Commerce Commission will gradually allow 
the railroads to make rates that reflect their costs, and so allow them to try to 
recapture some of the traffic they have lost to highway and waterway competi- 
tors. But even this concession will not deliver the kind of prosperity that rail- 
roads need. Much of the freight they do not handle is beyond their grasp: 
either it goes places where no railroad service exists, or another service is 
cheaper, speedier, or more flexible. In any event, winning back some of the 
traffic now going to competitors is no substitute for the huge economies of 
consolidation. 

Nor will the railroads profit as they should from a new surge of national 
prosperity. Even in booming 1953-56, their best peacetime years in recent his- 
tory, they earned each year an average of only $847 million net profit on average 
revenues of $10.2 billion. Their operating income before fixed charges came to 
less than 4 percent of their depreciated property investment. And they paid 
an average of only $411 million in cash dividends. Without adequate profits, 
industries with heavy capital investment cannot progress, and few industries 
need more capital investment per dollar of revenue than the railroads. To 
save or raise the capital they need for continuous modernization, the railroads 
should earn a net profit of at least $1.8 billion on gross revenues of $10.2 bil- 
lion, and should be able to pay at least $900 million in dividends. The fact 
that a few special carriers like the coal-carrying Pocahontas roads normally 
earn a handsome net should deceive no one. So long as the earnings of most, 
or even half, of the rail mileage of the country are miserable, the Nation is 
denied the cheap and rapid transportation that railroads can supply; and the 
railroad industry, as it has in so many other countries, inevitably moves closer 
to the day when it must be taken over by the Government—an eventuality that 
would serve the country even worse than it would the railroads. 

To be sure, there are a few hopeful signs. The Great Northern and Northern 
Pacific want to combine with the Burlington to form an 18,000-mile system. The 
Erie, Lackawanna, and Delaware & Hudson are exploring the idea of forming 
a great new system in the East. A recent plan to merge the Chicago & North 
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Western and the Milwaukee is dormant, but not dead. The New York Central 
and the Pennsylvania, which together do nearly a fifth of the country’s railroad 
business, are studying a consolidation that could shake the transportation world. 
While these proposed consolidations may not yet be too late, they are too few. 

However, they have one good thing in common: for the first time in more than 
50 years, they aim to unite so-called competing roads. The existence of hundreds 
of separate railroad companies is usually justified by the assumption, long out- 
dated, that most of them compete with one another. Compete in price they cer- 
tainly do not: exempt from the antitrust laws, they get together and set prices 
under supervision of the ICC. Although they talk of “service competition,” the 
service they render suffers as much as it gains from this kind of competition. 
Just as the high-cost railroads in effect set the price levels, so the lame and the 
halt lines tend to set the service standards. Railroad rivalry is actually the 
rivalry of cartel members who go through the motions of competition, with the 
result that costs are much greater than they would be if the railroads did not 
pretend to compete at all. 

A sound economic reason no longer exists, in any case, to compel U.S. rail- 
roads to compete with one another. Their multiplicity is technologically and 
functionally obsolete, a relic of a past when the rails served local needs and had 
no rivals. Traffic today flows in regional and national rather than in the old 
parochial patterns. Most loaded freight cars move over two or more railroads 
between their origin and their destination; whether railroads wanted to or not, 
they have had to function more and more as parts of a national system, but 
without obtaining the advantages of being units in a single system. Moreover, 
they face real competition from the enterprising highway, waterway, and air 
earriers. They will not be able to meet this competition without cutting out the 
wastes of interrailroad rivalry. 

Massive consolidation, as this article will demonstrate, would let the railroads 
scale down their excessively large plants and save perhaps as much as $1 billion 
a year at today’s volume. Equally important, it would enable railroads to con- 
centrate long, heavy hauls on low-cost lines, and so realize their great potential 
as mass producers of transportation. It would also make it relatively easy for 
them to revamp their obsolete rate structure, which bears little relation to their 
costs. 

The management of huge consolidated systems would naturally present im- 
mense problems, but they should not be insoluble. And although the way to 
large-scale consolidation is tortuous and strewn with a wide variety of booby- 
traps—financial, legal, and political—Congress could shorten it and make it 
safer. 

TOO MUCH PLANT 


Now let us see how consolidation might save the railroads as much as $1 
billion a year. To begin with, so long as the industry is set up as 634 separate 
companies, it is forced to maintain far too much plant—tracks, terminals, 
shops, buildings, and freight cars—for the work it does. Any railroad, of 
course, must maintain sufficient excess capacity to accommodate traffic peaks,,. 
some expansion, and national emergencies. But “competition” among the roads 
has always forced them to maintain vastly more capacity than they needed ; and: 
technological advances now enable them to handle so much more traffic with so 
much less trackage and other facilities that they can accommodate any im- 
mediately foreseeable increase in traffic with considerably less plant than they 
now maintain. 

Like U.S. farmers, U.S. railroads are a problem partly because they can 
produce more and more with less and less. Twenty-five years ago, for instance, 
freight trains of some large eastern roads moved as many as 150,000 tons of 
freight a day over four-track main lines. Today, with electronic signal controls. 
and other improvements as well as more powerful locomotives, heavier and 
faster trains can roll twice as much tonnage over the same track (or, in de- 
pressed 1958, about the same tonnage over about half as much track). Ten 
years from now, even heavier and faster trains will be able to move half again 
as much tonnage over the same track. ; 

Thus the railroads can effect enormous savings—and improve service, too— 
by eliminating duplicate lines. A good example of how this can be done is the: 
Erie-Lackawanna coordination now underway in New York State. For 77 
miles,-in the valleys of the Susquehanna and Chemung Rivers, the Erie and 
Lackawanna main lines parallel each other closely. Together they have been: 
handling an average of a few more than 60 trains every 24 hours—not enough,,. 
these days, to begin to tax the capacity of either line. 
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Three years ago the two companies worked out a coordination scheme still 
waiting for ICC approval. Trains will be run over what was the Erie main 
line; yards and stations will be maintained jointly. Fifty-four miles of double 
and eighteen miles of single track will be abandoned. A yard will also be 
eliminated at Elmira, leaving 40 acres available for industrial development. 
Yet freght schedules will be accelerated, and industries along the line will be 
served better than before. The improvement will require $1,600,000 worth of 
new signaling, interlocking, and track connections. But the roads estimate that 
the change will save no less than $1,090,000 annually—$800,000 in maintenance, 
$160,000 net in switching and locomotive expenses, and $130,000 in station 
expenses—a 68-percent annual return on the new investment. 

Throughout the country there may be more than 30,000 miles of line that 
could be coordinated in this way. But so long as all railroads are separate 
companies, each with its own strategy, and reluctant to share some hard-won 
or inherited advantage with a rival, deals like the Erie-Lackawanna are hard to 
make. Let the roads be consolidated, however, and a large strategy automati- 
cally dominates policy. The consolidation of duplicate trackage then presents 
few more difficulties than combining two adjacent grocery stores. 


THE DIFFERENCE A HILL MAKES 


Consolidation, furthermore, would allow the railroads to concentrate traffic 
on their most economic routes—that is, routes demanding the least in energy 
and repairs. The inherent economy of a route is determined by curves and 
grades, chiefly the latter. It takes twice as much energy to roll a train slowly 
up a grade rising only 3 feet in a thousand (0.3 percent) as it does to run the 
same train at high speed on level track; and it takes six times as much energy 
to move a train slowly up a 1-percent grade as to move it fast over level track. 
Thus, the out-of-pocket costs (wages, fuel, locomotive maintenance, maintenance- 
of-way expenses affected by use) of hauling a thousand gross tons a mile come 
to between $1.25 and $1.30 over a fairly level and straight division, but to more 
than $1.50 over a division with frequent grades of over 0.5 percent. 

Unfortunately, few railroads have really analyzed their line costs in detail. 
But the measurements that do exist suggest that much freight is being hauled 
over routes whose out-of-pocket costs may be 15 percent higher than on an. 
alternate route or combination of routes. In almost any business but the rail- 
road industry, with its cartelized rate structure, this could be a ruinous dif- 
ference for the company with the higher costs. 

The most economic route between New York City and Los Angeles is not, as 
one might suppose from looking at the map, a combination of the Pennsylvania 
or New York Central and the Santa Fe or Union Pacific. It is probably the 
New York Central to Chicago, the Santa Fe to Vaughn, N. Mex., and the S.P. 
to Los Angeles. Orit may even be the New York Central to Buffalo, the Wabash 
to Kansas City via Canada and Detroit, the Rock Island to Tucumcari, N. Mex., 
and the S.P. to Los Angeles. But few cars are sent over either route. The 
New York Central, or the Erie, or the Pennsylvania, when soliciting or origi- 
nating westbound freight, routes the freight as far as it can over its own rails 
in order to get the largest possible share of the total charges, and then over 
the connection designated by the shipper. The S.P., Santa Fe, or U.P. does the 
same at the other end. 

A thorough analysis of inherent line costs would disclose some astonishing 
differences in routes regarded as acceptable alternates. A consolidated system 
would make such an analysis, and, like any ordinary business confronted with 
the choice between a more and a less expensive process, route its through traffic 
over its best line. And because it could concentrate tonnage on that line, it 
would have both the incentive and the money to improve the line by straighten- 
ing curves, reducing grades, installing and perfecting automatic controls, and 
otherwise striving to attain the ideal of straight, level track capable of carrying 
heavy freight trains at a sustained speed of more than seventy miles an hour. 


THE $100-MILLIGN ROUNDABOUT 


Consolidation would not only mean using the most economic track: it would 
also eliminate or greatly reduce the practice of dispatching loaded freight cars 
over roundabout routes. According to ICC studies, the average loaded car rolls 
some 13 percent farther than the shortest route between its origin and desti- 
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nation. Students of transportation conservatively estimate that this “circuity” 
now costs the railroads more than $100 million a year. 

Some of the circuity, of course, is a byproduct of the railroads’ service to 
shippers who want to unload or load part of their cargo at points en route; but 
most of it occurs because the company that solicits the traffic rolls that traffic 
as far asit can over itsownrails. Examples: 

There are more than a thousand permissible “competitive” routes between 
Portland, Maine, and St. Louis, and most of them are much longer and less 
economic than the principal ones between the same points. 

Southern Pacific moves freight from Southern California to the Middle West 
over its line through San Antonio and Corsicana, Tex., and thence up to St. 
Louis over its subsidiary, the Cotton Belt—a journey more than 400 miles longer 
than the shortest route between Southern California and St. Louis or Chicago. 

A vast amount of time and legal talent is devoted to computing, checking, and 
litigating the division of freight revenues. The road originating a cargo usually 
gets a premium, and the road hauling it, say, 250 miles, usually gets more than 
the road hauling it 150 miles. But the precise division of the total charge is full 
of complexities. Fantastically, a company that can prove its costs are higher 
than the costs of connecting roads can usually wangle a larger share of the total, 
if a disputed revenue-division case goes to the ICC, than it otherwise could. 
Consolidation would all but end this vexatious problem. 


SENDING “FOREIGNERS” HOME 


U.S. railroads operate nearly 2 million freight cars. Under consolidation, 
fewer than 1,500,000 cars would suffice for all needs, including national emer- 
gencies. The main reason railroads need so many cars now is that they haul 
too many of them around empty at a waste of some $200 million a year. 

Each eompany buys and retains title to its own cars: each pays $2.75 a day 
rental for every foreign car in use on its line. This per diem is cheap enough; 
indeed, it does not bring the owner a fair return. But when business is slack 
and cars are plentiful, no railroad likes to keep foreign cars on its line at $2.75 
a day per car. Instead of keeping them until they can be loaded nearby, it 
promptly shoots them homeward. (Or, if it needs some foreign cars but has a 
surplus of them, it returns the old, beat-up ones and keeps the new.) And so 
empty cars are hauled back and forth at just the time railroads can least afford 
the unnecessary expense. 

On the other hand, when business is brisk and cars are scarce, a company 
naturally hangs on to all the cars it can get, even if the owners need the cars 
worse. Consequently, railroads originating a lot of traffic have to maintain an 
inordinately large supply of cars, keeping many in reserve. 

Whether business is brisk or bad, railroads understandably bother to repair 
foreign cars only if absolutely necessary even though they are compensated by 
the owners. And since the average freight car spends most of its time on 
foreign lines, car owners neither build nor maintain their cars as well as they 
should; nor do they retire them promptly when their economic life has ended. 
Why build and maintain your rolling stock to high standards when, the other 
guy gets the most use out of it? 

Here again regional consolidation would almost automatically introduce higher 
standards in car design, construction, and maintenance, and would also end 
today’s senseless system of oversupply and maldistribution. 


PUT THE TERMINALS TOGETHER 


Terminal costs, the scourge of all modern transportation, are especially bur- 
densome for railroads. No less than a third of their money and two-thirds of 
their operating time are spent on terminals—freight and passenger stations, 
“classification” yards, and other facilities devoted to combining cars into trains 
or breaking up trains into cars. 

Although the carriers have recently managed to reduce terminal costs, here 
again they are restrained from achieving genuine economy by the individual 
road’s reluctance to share an advantageous facility with a competitor. Except 
for the yards of jointly owned switching and terminal companies, the rail- 
roads operate few yards together. Consequently, a freight car moving from 
road A to road B usually must first be “classified” or switched in A’s yard, 
wait to be moved to B’s yard by a transfer engine, and then be switched in 
B’s yard. This triple play may take several days, and it adds more than $30 
to the cost of each interline car movement. 





KNOWLES-PARADISE DAM PROJECT 569 


Simply by making it possible for heavier trains to be run farther without 
being broken up, consolidation would reduce the proportion of cars requiring 
yard handling. More important, consolidation would generate huge direct sav- 
ings in terminal costs. In one merger now under discussion, for example, the 
largest time and moneysaver would be a joint yard that none of the participat- 
ing railroads could justify alone. The proposed yard would cut terminal costs 
nearly 50 percent by eliminating three old yards and intermediate transfer 
movements. It would also save up to 12 hours on through car movements. 

Other economies of consolidation are fairly obvious. Last year railroads 
spent some $1.8 billion on fuel, materials, and supplies. Much of their pur- 
chasing is based on reciprocity: you ship on my road and I’ll buy your product. 
When there are no competing roads to ship on, reciprocity should be heavily 
reduced. Together with mass buying, this could make for sizable savings. 
Some optimists have estimated the savings at 10 percent of present purchases, 
but even 5 percent of $1.8 billion works out to $90 million, or close to a quarter 
of the carriers’ dividend payments in 1957.* 


THE $700-MILLION PROBLEM 


Consolidation should end the carriers’ shiftless attitude toward their pas- 
senger business, which is losing them $700 million a year, a sum nearly equal 
to the average net income of the whole industry in the best postwar years. For 
consolidation would enable the roads, without any loss of prestige, to eliminate 
duplicate runs and unprofitable trains, and concentrate on the most expeditious 
and remunerative routes. If, as some students of transportation believe, the 
carriers can still make money on passenger traffic by developing a true mass 
transportation service, a consolidated system can do it efficiently. 

Finally, there is money to be saved in reorganizing less-than-carload freight 
service and establishing centralized equipment-repair shops. Analyses made in 
1934-35 by the Federal Coordinator of Transportation indicated that these two 
areas, at that time, could yield economies totaling more than $500 million a year. 
Railroads have since improved their performance in both departments, but not 
nearly enough. 

BILLION SAVED, BILLION EARNED 


All the economies described above add up to at least $1 billion a year: $400 mil- 
lion in terminal costs, about $100 million now spent on maintenance and operation 
of unnecessary line, at least $300 million through improved car routing and uti- 
lization, $75 million or more in purchasing, and perhaps several hundred millions 
by centralizing equipment-repair shops and reorganizing less-than-carboard 
service. 

Several consolidation plans were advanced during the 1930’s and the estimates 
of potential savings then ranged from 15 to 30 percent of operating expenses. 
Most students of consolidation today agree that regional mergers could save at 
least 12 percent of current operating costs, or around $1 billion a year. 

But there is much more to consolidation than saving money—for the country 
as well as the roads. Only consolidation can enable the carriers to achieve their 
great efficiency potential. With the present number of competing lines, even 
the largest railroads usually don’t have enough traffic to operate heavy, long- 
distance trains between their terminals at sufficiently frequent intervals to 
maintain good service. A 4,800-horsepower diesel can easily roll a train of 
5,000 gross tons over the New York Central from New York to Chicago in 24 
hours, and for less than $2,500 in direct costs (wages, fuel, lubricants, and loco- 
motive terminal expenses), or for about $12,500 if overhead and other costs are 
counted in. But every time the train has to be broken up and classified, even in 
the most modern yard, transit time is lengthened by 5 to 10 hours, and the cost 
of moving the 5,000 tons is increased by as much as $1,000. 

“Competition” forces five systems and dozens of combinations of routes to 
share in the New York-Chicago traffic. Not only does the most expensive and 
slowest route set the standards of all; few cars make the trip without being 
classified in one or more yards. Even the great Pennsylvania Railroad operates 


1 One sardonic railroadman complains that centralized buying would strike a blow at 
underpaid railroad officers, who depend on the expense accounts of equipment and supply 
salesmen for a good deal of their social life. But there is little cause for concern. Equip- 
ment and supply salesmen will still be seeking the favor of junior officials who influence 
the central bureau. Even on a consolidated system, the expense account is too durable 
(and useful) to die. 
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no freight trains straight through between the two cities. The management of 
a consolidated eastern system would change all this: it could concentrate traffic 
and move it between principal terminals in heavy, through trains of as much as 
10,000 tons, and achieve new high standards of economy and service. 

Consolidation wou!d also enable railroads to revise their rate structure, which 
is even more obsolete than their pretensions to competition. Unlike ordinary 
industries, railroads cannot or do not make rates that reflect costs, and their 
charges therefore have little to do with the weight of the freight, the space it 
occupies, or the distance it is carried. Because unit rail costs decline steeply as 
traffic increases, the early railroads created a rate structure based on the “value 
of service” or “what the traffic will bear” principle. That is, they levied high 
ton-mile rates on valuable light merchandise in the final price of which rail 
charges figured little, and very low ton-mile rates on heavy raw materials in 
whose final price rail charges bulked relatively large. This rate structure 
worked fine until highway competitors came along and ran off with much of 
the high-rated freight. 

Furthermore, the rate structure is a handicap because, as John W. Barriger, 
president of the Pittsburgh & Lake Erie, puts it, rates must be made to cover 
the needs of the weak roads rather than the capabilities of the strong ones. 
Under consolidation, of course, weak roads would be absorbed into a large sys- 
tem, whose average costs should approach or even fall below the costs of the 
strongest road before consolidation. The new system then could reduce rates. 
on valuable freight without raising them on low-value goods—or reduce them 
more on valuable freight than on low-value goods. Gradually it would erect a 
rate structure bearing a rational and consistent relationship to the cost of ‘pro- 
viding the service and thus immeasurably strengthen the railroads’ competitive 
position vis-a-vis the truckers. 


THE GREAT CONSOLIDATORS 


There is nothing new or untried about consolidation. The early railroads, 
which produced mostly “retail” or local carload transportation, had to consoli- 
date as the need arose for trainload or mass transportation over longer dis- 
tances. Later, the great railroad monopolists like Vanderbilt, Huntington, Hill, 
Morgan, and Harriman initiated a nationwide wave of consolidation that 
reached its peak between 1890 and 1900. Whatever their motives, the monop- 
olists had economics on their side. 

But then the movement began to slow down. One reason for the slowdown 
was the depression of 1907, which threw several great roads into bankruptcy. 
Another reason was the Sherman Antitrust Act, which the Department of 
Justice employed to dissolve the Hill system (in 1904) and the Harriman sys- 
tem (in 1913). Another reason was the Government’s own “consolidation pro- 
gram,” as written into the Transportation Act of 1920, which did anything but 
promote consolidation. 

CHANGE WITHOUT CHANGE 


Rarely if ever has any Congress enacted legislation so self-contradictory as 
the act of 1920. The ICC was directed to prepare a consolidation plan. Con- 
gress recognized that price competition between the roads was impractical if 
not impossible; yet it specified that after consolidation, competition must be 
maintained wherever possible. It also specified that existing routes and trade 
channels must be maintained wherever practicable, and that the consolidated 
systems must earn substantially the same rate of return under uniform rates. 
Things must change, in other words, but nothing must change. The carriers. 
must compete, yet they must not compete. 

The ICC struggled with this fantastic mandate for the best part of a decade. 
It prepared a preliminary plan in 1921, and for years listened to the protests 
of railroads, shippers, municipalities, and labor. A final plan, delivered to the 
world shortly after the Wall Street crash in 1929, proposed to consolidate the 
Nation’s railroads into 21 competing systems. But the ICC had no power to 
enforce the plan, and railroads simply let the matter drop. Meantime, except 
for a few scattered attempts at mergers, notably those of the Van Sweringen 
brothers of Cleveland, who tried to consolidate the Erie, C. & O., Nickel Plate, 
and Missouri Pacific, consolidation languished. 

Of the several new consolidation plans advanced during the depressed 1930’s, 
the most seriously regarded was the Prince plan, drawn up in 1933 by John W. 
Barriger and named for its sponsor, the effervescent industrialist-financier, . 
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Frederick Prince. Necessarily hewing to the terms of the 1920 law, the Prince 
plan preserved existing trade routes and competition at main points. But it 
cut out much wasteful competition by dividing the carriers into seven regional 
systems. On the sound premise that the Nation was supporting too many high- 
cost, light-traffic lines, the plan suggested radical line mergers and a scaling 
down of railroad properties as a prelude to intensive development of the main 
routes. 

Barriger estimated the plan’s eventual savings at 25 percent of operating ex- 
penses, or $743 million (equivalent to $2.3 billion today)—though a deliberately 
critical study estimated the plan’s savings at considerably less. In retrospect, 
two things can be said of the Prince plan: (1) it did not go far enough, and 
(2) if the Nation had adopted it, a modern, prosperous railroad system would 
today be providing better rail transportation at lower prices. 

In the Transportation Act of 1940, Congress ignored the ICC plan of 1929 
without providing for another plan. The 1940 act says only that consolidation 
is lawful if consistent with the public interest, and that the ICC, in judging 
consolidation, shall give weight to such considerations as adequate service to the 
public, compensation to labor, etc. Nothing is said about preserving compe- 
tition and existing trade routes. 

Why didn’t the railroads rush in to take advantage of the change? During 
the war, of course, they were too busy moving a colossal volume of freight and 
passengers. And their burst of postwar prosperity, brief and meager though it 
was, presumably lulled them into inactivity. Only belatedly have a few com- 
‘peting lines begun to work on regional consolidation projects. 


THE MANAGEMENT PROBLEM 


Theoretically, there should be as few systems as possible, and one big system 
for the whole country would be best of all. Only a single system could wholly 
eliminate duplicate track and terminals, end circuitous routing, and rationally 
concentrate traffic. But a single national system probably would be regarded 
by most railroaders as too radical and also too hard to manage, and might 
arouse insurmountable political opposition. And a single system might also 
seem too easy for the Government to take over—though it is not the size of a 
railroad system but its liability to make money under private operation that. 
will force it into Government ownership. In any event, a single system would 
have to be split into regional operating units. 

A truly national rail network could logically be divided into four large sys- 
tems. Of the four, the Northeastern would be the largest, with more than 400,000 
‘employees, 59,000 miles of line, and gross revenues of $5 billion. 

But how, the practical railroadman will ask, do you proposed to manage a 
‘system encompassing as much as 59,000 miles of line and employing several 
‘hundred thousand people? The large railroad is a transportation factory 
located everywhere and yet in no one place. 

Existing railroads as large and complex as the Pennsylvania and New York 
‘Central have not yet solved the rather elementary problem of how to decen- 
tralize and yet enable top management to keep in touch with daily operations 
without devoting most of its time to them. By their very nature, railroads are 
run like armies at war; operations come first. Officials with the important and 
satisfying jobs are primarily line officers; a purely staff officer, even at the 
highest level, is like a general cooling his heels in the Pentagon while the battle 
is raging 2,000 miles away. Every good railroad president spends a large part 
of - time in his business ear, getting the feel of what is happening on the 
road. : 

Management of a large consolidated system might well be set up like this: 
(1) line responsibilities would be decentralized under district vice presidents 
possessing large autonomy (they could be called presidents if that would help) ; 
(2) central staff officers without line responsibilities would have authority over 
‘system functions like ratemaking, personnel policies, purchasing, big engineer- 
ing jobs, and locomotive and car distribution; (3) a large, high-caliber engineer- 
ing staff under a vice president would be assigned the critical job of analyzing 
‘tthe system and constantly looking for ways of making it more efficient; and 
(4) a system of communications would enable top officials to keep in constant 
touch with the front line without spending most of their time on it. 

This is not impossible. The probability, indeed, is that a drastic consolidaton, 
because it would break sharply with the past, would help solve the management 
problems that plague the railroads today, rather than create insoluble new ones. 
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THE ROADBLOCKS 


How could regional consolidation be taken out of the realm of theory and 
made a reality under today’s conditions? Looking for the answer, one speculates 
on what a man like Edward Harriman, who 60 years ago aimed to control nearly 
all U.S. railroads worth owning, might do if he were alive today. 

At market prices—$12 a share for Pennsylvania stock and $16 for New York 
Central stock as this goes to press—a latter-day Harriman could acquire a 
38 percent control of these lines, which only a few years ago managed to earn 
more than $100 million between them, for as little as $100 million. Consolidat- 
ing and improving these great properties as the original Harriman did with the 
Union Pacific and Central Pacific 60 years ago, he could in a few years convert 
them into a huge moneymaker, earning upwards of $200 million and paying 
dividends of $100 million or more. Stock that is worth $14 a share today might 
then be worth more than $100 a share. 

Indeed, a man as audacious and resourceful as Harriman, given great financial 
backing, could conceivably get control of most of the important railroads and 
thus force the rest to join him. Employing imaginatve, farsighted managers, 
he could convert the railroads into everything they should be: efficient, progres- 
sive, national in scope, profitable—and indispensable. 

He could—if there weren’t so many obstacles in the way of consolidation 
today that even a super-Harriman would be put off by them. As the Van 
Sweringen brothers discovered 25 years ago, the merging process is complex, 
time consuming, frustrating, and mankilling. And although the Interstate 
Commerce Commission is no longer dedicated to preserving existing channels of 
trade or interrailroad competition, there are still plenty of other obstacles to 
consolidation. Unless a consolidator could get firm control over the prosperous 
earriers, they would naturally be unenthusiastic about merging with any other 
road, strong or weak. Many rail executives, of course, would fear loss of 
prestige and security under consolidation, and they would have to be won over. 
And the owners of the roads’ securities would have to be persuaded to agree 
on the terms. The bondholders would presumably make no trouble; but the 
minority common stockholders, even after a merger had been approved by the 
majority, could bring suit against the: deal. ‘The wrangling could take years. 

Consolidation proposals must be argued before the ICC, which has been cater- 
ing to special interests so long it has almost forgotten there is such a thing 
as the national interest. The ICC must give ear to communities that hate to lose 
railroad property taxes when a line is scaled down, to shippers who fear that 
service may be impaired, to trucklines that fear railroad competition—and 
particularly to labor, which could be counted on to wage effective war against 
consolidation because most of its economies would be realized as reduced labor 
eosts. As long ago as 1936, railroad labor forced Congress to write into the law 
the so-called Washington agreement, which provides that workers displaced by 
consolidation must be compensated for as long as 5 years. 

And there is also Congress itself. Although few, if any, professional railroad- 
baiters are left in Congress, it is hard to imagine any Congressman figuring 
there were many votes in a crusade for consolidation. 

Unless all railroads were engaged in consolidation at the same time, moreover, 
some of the most persuasive and serious objections to it would come from lines 
whose managers and stockholders could reasonably complain that other mergers 
were putting them at a disadvantage. If strong railroads, for example, were 
to merge with other strong railroads and leave the weaker lines scattered around 
to fend for themselves, the ICC could interpret the law to give sympathetic (and 
plausible) heed to the weaklings’ cries for succor. 


THE GOVERNMENT MUST HELP 


To overcome these numerous obstacles, inside and outside Washington, the 
Government must take some initiative. The truth is that any industry as far 
gone in Government regulation as the railroad industry can be manumitted only 
through the good offices of Government. One suggestion, made by a rail official 
who favors consolidation but argues that it would take the ICC 25 years to 
prepare a plan, is that Congress simply adopt a resolution to the effect (1) that 
large-scale consolidation is consistent with the public interest, (2) that the rail- 
roads be urged to undertake consolidations, and (3) that the ICC both render 
staff assistance to railroads studying consolidation and give applications for 
consolidation a high priority. 
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Some merger advocates, however, do not believe this would be enough. Pro- 
fessor William N. Leonard, author of “Railroad Consolidation Under the Trans- 
portation Act of 1920,’ and chairman of the department of economics at Hofstra 
College, Hempstead, N.Y., believes the Government must compel the roads to 
consolidate. Because the ICC is burdened with too many routine duties, 
Leonard argues, Congress should appoint a special authority to prepare a regional 
consolidation plan and to enforce it. 

William Wyer, the consulting engineer working on three proposed consolida- 
tion schemes, also argues that some Federal agency must be charged with both 
responsibility for a plan and authority to enforce it. Ernest Williams, professor 
of transportation at Columbia University, says that Congress will probably have 
to subordinate the States’ jurisdiction over minority stockholders’ suits to the 
Federal Government. 

NEEDED: A PUSH 


The consolidation projects now underway, assuming they are given sympathetic 
attention by the ICC, might in time be successfully consummated. Suppose, 
however, that Congress were to expedite them. Suppose it were to declare 
large-scale consolidation in the public interest, and instruct the ICC to give aid 
and priority to consolidation projects. And suppose Congress were also to give 
the carriers 2 years or so to develop their own plans, postponing meantime the 
establishment of a Government consolidation authority. 

Thus stimulated, the roads’ current consolidation projects could start a wave 
of mergers that might take in most of the lines in the country. The G.N.-N.P.- 
Burlington combination would probably force the Chicago & North Western and 
Milwaukee roads to revive their merger scheme and combine in self-defense, or 
even to join the Hill roads—which in turn could force most if not all other big 
western lines into the group. Similarly, a merger of the Pennsylvania and 
New York Central could force other eastern roads into their combine. 

The consolidation plans of the big roads, however, cannot be selective. To 
keep smaller and weaker roads from importuning the ICC and so delaying the 
consolidation process indefinitely, the big companies would have to enlarge 
their aims to include all the lines in their region. In other words, the railroads 


themselves, given both encouragement and prodding by Washington, could push 
consolidation to its logical conclusion. : 


The Cuairman. Our next witness is Alex Radin, general manager 
of the American Public Power Association. Proceed, Mr. Radin. 


STATEMENT BY ALEX RADIN, GENERAL MANAGER, AMERICAN 
PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Rapin. My name is Alex Radin. Iam general manager of the 
American Public Power Association, a national trade organization 
representing more than 1,000 local publicly owned electric utilities in 
43 States and Puerto Rico. 

Our association is committed by action of the membership to sup- 
port the fullest possible development of our water resources. This 
principle has been endorsed in many policy resolutions adopted at our 
annual meetings and is the keystone of our statement of Federal 
power policy, also approved by the membership of the association. 

It is against the background of this principle that I express the 
association’s support for S. 1226, which would authorize a storage 
project in the Paradise reach of the Flathead and Clark Fork Rivers. 

Two significant advantages will accrue from proper development 
of these key tributaries of the Columbia. 

First, a multiple-purpose project so located will make a substantial 
contribution to the regionwide goal of water control to prevent disas- 
trous floods downstream and to increase the efficiency of the region’s 
hydroelectric powerplants. 
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Second, the impact of a large supply of low-cost power in western 
Montana, if properly developed and marketed, can bring substantial 
economic benefits to an area which at present is lacking in industrial 
development. 

It, could be said, in general, that either the Knowles or Paradise 
alternative would provide these two advantages in some degree. It 
seems clear, however, that in controlling the flow of both rivers the 
Paradise project would produce vastly greater benefits. 

It has been suggested by the Northwest Public Power Association, 
an organization affiliated with APPA, that S. 1226 be amended at 
page 2, line 13, to add a provision clearly authorizing and directing 
the Secretary of the Interior to investigate alternate sites on this 
reach of the Flathead and Clark Fork to determine upon the storage 
reservoir of the maximum usable and feasible capacity. 

Our association strongly supports this amendment and believes that 
only by such a determination can the criterion of fullest possible de- 
velopment be met. 

It is important to keep in mind that either of the projects now 
under consideration would be economically feasible, despite the ex- 
tremely high cost of relocating railway lines and highways at. both 
projects. As you know, the most recent review report of the Corps 
of Engineers gives Knowles Dam a justification ratio of 2.31 and 
Paradise Dam a ratio of 1.51. The review report recommended 
Knowles as the more economical of the two. 

Serious questions have been raised with respect to cost estimates 
of the corps for these relocations, particularly the railway reloca- 
tions. Any restudy should consider new approaches to this problem, 
such as consolidation of lines and other facilities. 

It has been suggested by Roy Bessey, appearing in behalf of the 
committee for Paradise Dam, that as much as $100 million could be 
pared from relocation costs at Paradise by building one railway tun- 
nel instead of two, cutting down the present $55 million contingency 
allowance, and other economies. These possibilities deserve full 
investigation. 

Given the estimates of the corps of benefits from the two projects, 
it is immediately apparent that Paradise represents maximum use of 
the resources, 

To summarize these benefits briefly, Paradise would provide 
4,080,000 acre-feet of usable storage for flood control and power; 
Knowles would provide 3,080,000 acre-feet, representing a loss of a 
million acre-feet of storage. 

Paradise would add 1,009,000 kilowatts of prime power to the 
Columbia River system, at site and downstream, while Knowles 

* would add 697,000 kilowatts. Average generation at site is estimated 
by the corps at 2,024 million kilowatt-hours annually for Paradise 
and 1,323 million kilowatt-hours annually for Knowles, while Para- 
dise would add about 2,497 million kilowatt-hours annually at down- 
stream plants and Knowles would add only about 1,200 million 
kilowatt-hours. ‘ 

Thus, in prime power added to the system, Knowles would provide 
only 69.1 percent as much as Paradise; in water storage, Knowles 
represents only about 75 percent of the benefit which would be ob- 
tained at Paradise. 
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' J. E. Corette, president of Montana Power Co., the utility which 
serves about 70 percent of the consumers in Montana, testified at 
Missoula that Paradise Dam is not needed, that his company stands 
ready to provide for future power needs of the State, and that Para- 
dise would represent a large loss to the taxpayers. 

Power company presidents have been putting forth these arguments 
every time a Federal hydroelectric development has been proposed— 
at it was in the Tennessee Valley, at Grand Coulee, or at Hungry 

orse. 

In every case, time has proven these arguments to be in error. 

In the Tennessee Valley, the marginal farmers who, according to 
the power companies, did not need an additional power supply have 
found that electricity was more than simply a means of lighting the 
farmhouse. For many, it became the means for raising their economic 
level well above the margin. 

The Grand Coulee jackrabbits did not buy the so-called surplus. 
power, it is true. But new electroprocess industries did. Already 
the effect of Hungry Horse power has been felt in that area by the 
Anaconda Aluminum plant in Flathead County, providing hundreds 
of year-round jobs. I am told that this company alone paid over 
$700,000 in county taxes last year. 

Another new industry attracted by Hungry Horse power is the 
Victor Chemical Co., whose operation in Silver Bow County 
provides many jobs and an expanded tax base. 

You have heard testimony from the people of the Northwest on 
the vast benefits which storage at Hungry Horse has brought to the 
downstream areas. With its 3 million acre-feet of storage, Hungry 
Horse is able to catch floodwater in spring and summer and release 
it during the winter, at a time when downstream plants need to 
operate at full capacity to take care of power loads. Of the 840,000 
kilowatts of prime power which Hungry Horse contributes to the 
Columbia system, only 212,000 kilowatts is at site and 628,000 kilo- 
watts is created at downstream plants. As more dams are built down- 
stream, these benefits will increase, while the area around the dam 
eye the new prosperity which comes from a growing industrial 

ase. 

Prior to large-scale Federal hydroelectric development in the Ten- 
nessee Valley and on the Columbia, the Nation’s private power com- 
panies were wedded to a high-cost, low-use philosophy, satisfied with 
what amounted to a guaranteed return on investment. 

TVA showed that low-cost power attracted ever-increasing use of 
power and that, by selling larger quantities at lower cost the utilities. 
could make a better return than ever before. In the areas surround- 
ing TVA, the private utilities have learned this lesson. 

Tn Washington and Oregon, the existence of Federal powerplants 


and local publicly owned distribution systems likewise has established 
a pattern of low cost and high use, which is followed by both the 
public and private distributors of electricity. 

Paradise Dam, which would make a large block of power available 
at Bonneville Power Administration rates, can spread this low-cost, 
high-use philosophy into Montana, where the principal power supplier 
has shown no apparent interest in this concept. 
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One need only look at a map which appears in the Federal Power 
Commission oublicatien “Typical Electric Bills” to see that the low- 
cost powerline cuts off at Montana’s western border. 

The map appearing on page v. of the “Typical Bills” report for 
January 1, 1959, shows that at that time the average residential con- 
sumer in Montana paid $7.43 for 250 kilowatt hours of electricity. 

In nearby Washington, the average rate for the same amount of 
electricity was only $4.52; in Oregon the residential consumers paid 
$5.39 for 250 kilowatt-hours. 

It is not surprising to find, in a table appearing on pages 100-102 
of the same document, that consumers used much more electricity in 
States where rates were low than they did in States having high rates. 

In 1957, the last year covered in the table, the average residential 
consumer in Billings, Mont., used 2,923 kilowatt-hours during the 
year; his counterpart in Butte used 2,321 kilowatt-hours, and a similar 
consumer in Great Falls used 3,125 kilowatt-hours. 

As might be expected, the Washington consumer did not fail to 
take advantage of his low electric rates. In Seattle, the average an- 
nual use per residential consumer was 7,961 kilowatt-hours; in 
Spokane, 7,398 kilowatt-hours; and in Tacoma, 9,040 kilowatt-hours. 

Montana, with its hydroelectric resources, had higher residential 
rates on January 1, 1959, than New Jersey, on the fringe of the high- 
cost New England region, where all fuel-to-fire thermal-generating 
stations has to be brought into the State from distant points. In 
fact, there were 28 States in the continental United States at that time 
which had a lower average rate to consumers than Montana. 

The pattern established in the years since establishment of the TVA 
and Bonneville systems shows clearly that, where rates are low enough 
to attract new residential users and new industries, new sources of low- 
cost power are put to use as soon as they are available. 

I am confident that the same pattern will apply to western Montana 
when the stimulus of low Bonneville rates is applied. 

In conclusion, I want to reaffirm our association’s support for 
Paradise Dam and to urge that the pending bill be amended to assure 
a complete study of the perplexing economic problems which stand 
in the way of this key development. 

The Cuarmman. Thank you, Mr. Radin. 

The next witnesses represent the Confederated Salish and Kootenai 
Tribes of the Flathead Reservation of Montana. 


STATEMENTS OF WALTER W. McDONALD AND WALTER H. MORI- 
GEAU, MEMBERS OF THE TRIBAL COUNCIL; AND JOHN W. 
_CRAGUN, LAWYER, ALL REPRESENTING THE CONFEDERATED 
SALISH AND KOOTENAI TRIBES OF THE FLATHEAD RESERVA- 
TION, MONT. 


Mr. Cracun. We represent the Confederated Salish and Kootenai 
Tribes of the Flathead Reservation, Mont. Walter W. McDonald, a 
member of the tribal council and a former chairman of the Tribal 
Council of the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes of the Flat- 
head Reservation, Mont., is a rancher at St. Ignatius, Mont. Walter 
H. Morigeau, a member of:the tribal council and former chairman 
of the Tribal Council of the Confederated Tribes, is a rancher residing 





KNOWLES-PARADISE DAM PROJECT 577 


near Arlee, Mont. I am a member of the firm of Wilkinson, Cragun 
& Barker, of Washington, D.C., who are the tribal attorneys for the 
Confederated Tribes. 

The Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs has heretofore heard 
the opposition of the Confederated Tribes to the building of the 
Knowles or the Paradise projects at all. Knowles Dam would be 
situated a few hundred feet beyond the reservation boundary, but 
would have substantially its entire reservoir within the reservation. 
Paradise Dam, downstream from Knowles, would flood precisely the 
same amount of reservation land, and, in addition, certain additional 
lands on the Clark Fork River. While the tribes have heretofore been 
heard on its opposition to the development of either of these projects 
at all because of the gross and serious economic and human conse- 
quences to the Indian people of the Flathead Reservation, we under- 
stand that there are compelling reasons in the view of the United 
States why one or the other of these developments must be authorized 
immediately. Accordingly, we urgently wish to be heard and to be 
heard as to extent of the title to be taken, the method of determining 
values, and the manner and time of making payment. 


1. EXTENT OF TITLE 


The proposal, Committee Print No. 3, on S. 1226, pending before the 
Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, is that the tribes 
shall convey— 
all right, title, and interest of the tribes and their members in and to any tribal 
or individually owned land required for carrying out the purposes of this act— 
with a provision for making just compensation—a matter which. 
would follow as a matter of law anyway from the proposed taking. 

This is far more of the tribal property than the United States needs 
to take to build and operate a dam. That can be done with an ease- 
ment, without the need for taking other interests in the tribal lands, 
such as hunting and fishing rights, timber, minerals, grazing, and the 
like. Undoubtedly some greater amount of tribal lands will be needed 
for the initial construction than will be needed afterward; and under 
a mere easement these would revest in the tribes and the United States 
would need to pay only for the temporary use. The bil] envisions— 
revised section 9—acquisition of lands outside the reservoir area 
necessary for ownership of sufficient lakeshore frontage and adequate 
adjacent areas for recreation and related matters. This foresees 
transforming what at present is subsistence fishing by tribal members 
into mere sport for the white man. It is unnecessary to the funda- 
mental project and is not germane to the great need felt for authorizin 
it now. No more should be taken than is necessary to the building o 
the dam and related works themselves and the required reservoir area. 
The provision should be merely for aneasement. 


2, METHOD OF DETERMINING COMPENSATION 


While the Confederated Tribes on the whole have excellent. rela- 
tionships with their neighbors, determining the value of tribal assets 
which will be lost if the project is built raises problems which the 
tribes should not be compelled to endure. No Indian could sit, for 
instance, on a condemnation jury if the land is obtained “in accord- 
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ance with the rules applicable under eminent domain proceedings.” 
For such Indian would have an interest in the outcome. We do not 
feel secure that our white neighbors would feel that the Indian is en- 
titled to the full value of the Indian resources which are being fore- 
closed; and the alternatives of arbitration or suit in the Court of 
Claims should be accorded us. 


3. TIME AND MANNER OF MAKING COMPENSATION 


The bill now provides simply either for a contract with the Con- 
federated Tribes or for a taking under the power of eminent domain. 
Under usual standards, that means—if the taking is by eminent 
domain—a suit in the U.S. district court where the land is situated 
under a declaration of taking, followed by a trial of the issue of 
value. Any judgment would have to be returned in terms of dollars; 
the dollars would go to the tribal account, and there would be imme- 
diate demands of the tribal membership for a per capita payment— 
an equal share—of the resulting moneys. The amount involved 
would not be large enough for any substantial capital improvement 
by any of the members; experience shows that such per capita pay- 
ments of a moderately large amount would be quickly dissipated. 
Both the asset would be gone and with it the income and the means 
and hopes for improvement of the Flathead people. 

Were it not for the pendency of this proposal, we could exploit 
two low head dams on our reservation. We have the powersites, and 
they have been reserved by law for more than half a century. We 
know that at least one power company is anxious to build the two low 
head dams—which will produce the greatest part of the energy which 
even can be produced at Knowles; for Flathead Lake provides tre- 
mendous reservoir capacity and regulation in a manner which will 
insure great production from these units. If our experience at Kerr 
Dam—Flathead site No. 1—were followed, under which we get annual 
rentals for the exploitation of the tribal damsite, we would have 
substantial annual compensation with which to run our loan pro- 
grams, pay small per capita payments—which now can be borrowed 
against for worthwhile purposes, such as outfitting children with 
clothing for the new school year—and for continuing income for the 
betterment of our people. It is like income from stock or bonds 
which any non-Indian might have acquired by inheritance and which, 
if not cashed, can produce a continuing income for his benefit. 

We, therefore, want, if this project is to be built, to get what we 
might get out of the alternatives if it were not built: that is, annual 
payments fully equal to the exploitable value of our damsites and 
gther property—the income from grazing, timber, fishing, hunting, 
and like matters—and we want it revalued—as our rentals at Kerr 
Dam are to be revalued—from time to time to reflect the increased 
value of low-cost hydroelectric power in comparison with alternatives 
that are available. 

Even more, we would like a block of power to be disposed of by the 
tribes from time to time as good business judgment might dictate. 
We have seen how a similar block of power reserved by the white 
people on the so-called Flathead “Indian” irrigation project—oper- 
ated by the Bureau of Indian Affairs and less than 18 percent of the 
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membership of which is Indian—has increased from time to time over 
the years and is expected by those people to pay not only their con- 
struction costs but their O. & M. charges as ct We have seen the 
charts of the Corps of Engineers which predict a similar tremendous 
increase in the value of power over the course of the immediate fu- 
ture as these few valuable damsites are exploited and the alternative 
is thermal power. We feel that since the Flathead people have by 
treaty maintained the exploitable values in these damsites, it is only 
just that they—and not the United States by grabbing the Indian 
property away from them—should realize the tremendous increment 
in value which it is known will accrue from the head developed on 
tribal lands. 


4. ALTERNATIVE LANGUAGE OF §, 1226 


We have heretofore proposed, and renew our proposal, that section 
6 be restated to read as follows: 


Sec. 6. (a) The Secretary is authorized and directed to negotiate a con- 
tract with the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes of the Flathead Indian 
Reservation in Montana (hereinafter in this section referred to as the “Tribes’’), 
providing for an easement in the United States for the project to the extent 
of tribal lands and powersites which will be occupied by the project. Any 
restriction on contracts conveying any easement in tribal lands, whether imposed 
by Federal law or the constitution or charter of the Tribes, shall not be con- 
strued to prohibit negotiation and consummation of the contract here referred 
to by the Secretary or the tribal council of the Tribes. Any contract thus 
negotiated may, at the election of either the Secretary or the tribal council of 
the Tribes, be subject to popular referendum in accordance with the Tribes’ con- 
stitution and bylaws. 

(b) In the event no contract shall become effective pursuant to subparagraph 
(a) hereof, then at the election of the Tribes the terms of the acquisition of 
the easement shall be fixed either by arbitration or by an action to be brought 
by the Tribes in the United States Court of Claims or in the United States 
District Court for Montana, as they may choose. If by arbitration, the Secre- 
tary may select one arbitrator, the Tribes one, and the two a third, in accord- 
ance with the usual course of arbitration, No arbitrator shall have any interest 
in the tribal estate, nor shall be in the regular employment of the Tribes or 
the United States. Arbitrators selected by the parties shall be paid by and 
as agreed by the party selecting them; the third shall be paid by the Adminis- 
trator at not to exceed usual rates for such services. In the event terms of the 
acquisition are settled by a court, the court shall not be limited to the rendition 
of a money judgment, but shall in its determination take into account and 
provide for terms in accordance with the provisions of subsection (c) hereof. 

(ec) Any contract for or determination of the terms of the acquisition of an 
easement shall provide full and fair annual compensation for the loss of the 
exploitable values of tribal damsites within the Flathead Indian Reservation 
which will be inundated by the project, and the loss or impairment of other 
tribal property including, without limitation, lands (grazing, farming, timber, 
mineral, hunting and other); improvements and crops thereon or resources 
therein; public works ‘and improvements, including roads; and impairments 
through limited access to tribal enterprises or tribal resources even though not 
inundated or taken for immediate use by the project. Authorization is hereby 
given for any or all of the following: (1) Compensation, or partial compensation, 
in kind, as by furnishing an allotment of power to the Tribes; (2) to the extent 
compensation in kind is not made, reevaluation of the exploitable values of 
tribal power resources inundated by the project at reasonable intervals to the 
end that taking of the power potential of the tribal lands shall not hereafter 
result in a profit to the United States at the expense of the Tribes; and (3) re- 
tention by the Tribes of exclusive disposition of fishing rights within such portion 
of the reservation as is inundated by the reservoir. 


If the matter be so urgent that full consideration cannot be given 
the Indian interests and the serious economic and human problems 
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which are wrapped up in it, together with all the moral problems 
which arise from this kind of violation of the treaty in order to give 
the white man something which he urgently insists upon, then we sug- 
gest that the matter be left for the sober consideration and reflection 
of the next Congress where (with the aid of appropriate Government 
agencies) , the tribes can prepare and present to the Congress the many 
and impelling considerations which are involved. This could be done 
by striking section 6 as it now appears, and letting it read as follows: 


Sec. 6. There are hereby reserved for further consideration by Congress all 
matters respecting the property and rights of the Confederated Salish and 
Kootenai Tribes of the Flathead Reservation, Montana, including the extent 
of tribal title to be taken for the project, the means of determining compensation, 
and the time and means of making payment therefor. 


Mr. Chairman, I ask that this study entitled, “Background of the 
Problems of the Indians of the Flathead Reservation,” be included in 
the record. 

The Cuatrman. It is so ordered. 

(The study is as follows :) 


BACKGROUND OF THE PROBLEM OF THE INDIANS OF THE FLATHEAD RESERVATION 
AND THEIR DAMSITES 


Should the Knowles multipurposes project on Flathead River, Mont., be au- 
thorized by Congress If so, should the Indian interest be treated as is proposed ? 

This pamphlet is intended to show the economic, social, and legal back- 
ground of a crisis which is thrust upon the Indian people of the Flathead 
Reservation, Mont. The crisis is one that has arisen before in dealings between 
white men and Indians. The white man feels strongly that he can make better 
use of the Indian resource than can the Indian. Therefore he proposes to 
seize it for his own. 

This he would do by satisfying the minimum requirements of the law of 
eminent domain—even though it would cost less money to make alternative 
provisions to protect legitimate tribal interests. A statute now on the verge of 
adoption by Congress fails to face realistically the disastrous results to these 
Indian people which will follow unless better provision is made respecting the 
extent of Indian tribal property to be taken, the means of fixing its value, and 
the time and manner of making payment for it. 

In the Flathead crisis the Indian people are aware of the present-day value 
of the resources involved, which they have owned since time immemorial. They 
do not oppose full development of those resources. They ask to be allowed to 
share in the development. 

IN BRIEF 


The Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes of the Flathead Reservation, 
Mont., own two feasible hydroelectric damsites (Shown on the preceding diagram 
as “Tribal Site No. 2” and “Tribal Site Buffalo Rapids No. 4’) pursuant to 
their Treaty of Hell Gate of 1855. Private developers have assured the tribes 
of their interest in building low-head dams on these sites. If so developed, they 
would yield the tribes rentals, paid either in cash or in power which in turn 
could be resold, of probably not less than one-third of $1 million and possibly 
much more by the time final engineering estimates are in and licenses issued. 

But one of these sites, and more particularly other, larger storage sites just 
off the reservation, have been eyed for years by the Corps of Engineers of the 
Army. In June 1959 the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors on the 
Columbia River and tributaries forwarded to Washington its recommendation 
that a site a few hundred feet off the reservation be authorized for Federal 
hydroelectric development. That site is known as the Knowles damsite. It 
will cost more than a quarter of a billion dollars; it will store water almost 
exclusively on the reservation; it will flood out the two economical tribal dam- 
sites; it will cause serious ‘social and economic hardship to the tribal members 
on the reservation. : 
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The Knowles project was proposed for authorization in S. 1226 (Murray and 
Mansfield) and H.R. 5144 (Metcalf), 86th Congress, 2d session. After hearings 
by the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, that committee now is 
about to report the bill favorably, convert the project to a Corps of Engineers 
project and have it added on the omnibus rivers and harbors bill, H.R. 7634, 
which has already passed the House and is due for early report in the Senate. 
As the latest (No. 3) committee print of S. 1226 has it, the entire interest of the 
tribes would be taken on pain of eminent-domain proceedings. 

1. While the tribes. oppose the project’s being built at all we believe the 
serious likelihood is that it will be authorized notwithstanding. In that event, 
the language to cover Indian rights is disastrous: 

(a) It provides for taking “all right, title, and interest” of the confederated 
tribes. No more than an easement is necessary. 

(b) The tribes must agree to the price of the Secretary of the Army or face 
eminent-domain proceedings. But we cannot risk fair consideration of our 
rights by a jury of our non-Indian neighbors. 

(c) A single cash payment to the Confederated Tribes would result in a boom 
(while the money lasts) and bust (when the Indian people try to go on relief, 
which is largely withheld from them in Montana). 
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2. The bill should provide (a) for taking no more than an easement for flood- 
ing our lands; (0) for valuation by contract, arbitration, or suit not only locally 
but in the Court of Claims; and (c) for annual compensation, which since two 
feasible tribal damsites will be flooded out by the Government dam, can be 
made wholly or partially in kind, as by furnishing an allotment of power to the 
Confederated Tribes. 

3. If instead Congress feels further development of these problems is neces- 
sary, then in the authorization all matters affecting tribal rights should be re- 
served for further consideration by Congress. 


The background of the problem at Flathead 


The lands involved are the original domain of these Indian people; their 
ownership has been guaranteed by treaty with the United States—When white 
men first eame to what is now northwestern Montana, they found there the 
Salish and Kootenai Tribes in undisputed possession and control of a vast area 
of land. By the Treaty of Hell Gate of July 16, 1855, 12 Stat. 975, article 1, 
this vast acreage was ceded to the United States, reserving (art. II) from the 
cession, however, a relatively small area including the south half of Flathead 
Lake and Flathead River beyond the site known as Buffalo Rapids No. 4. So 
far as these lands and waters are concerned, the treaty has never been modified 
or changed in any way. For when‘ the Flathead Reservation was opened to 
non-Indian settlement, the Secretary of the Interior was authorized to reserve 
from location, entry, sale, or other appropriation, all lands chiefly valuable for 
powersites. Act of March 3, 1909, 35 Stat. 781, 796, section 22. Where allot- 
ments had been made to Indians within the powersite reserves, the Secretary 
was authorized to exchange other lands for them. Act of April 12, 1910, 36 Stat. 
296, section 25. 

After describing our reservation (Shown on the diagram which is part of this 
pamphlet), article II of our 1855 treaty provides : 

“All of which tract shall be set apart, and, so far as necessary, surveyed and 
marked out for the exclusive use and benefit of said Confederated Tribes as an 
Indian reservation. Nor shall any white man, excepting those in the employ- 
ment of the Indian department, be permitted to reside upon the said reservation 
without permission of the Confederated Tribes, and the superintendent and agent. 
And the said Confederated Tribes agree to remove to and settle upon the same 
within 1 year after ratification of this treaty. * * *” (12 Stat. at p. 976.) 

Article III provides for public roads through the reservation, then says in 
part— ; 

“The exclusive right of taking fish in all the streams running through or 
bordering said reservation is further secured to said Indians; * * *” (12 Stat. 
at p. 976.) 

We Indians who entered into the Treaty of Hell Gate are now actually a Fed- 
eral corporation under the name “Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes of 
the Flathead Reservation, Montana.” We were organized and incorporated 
under sections 16 and 17 of the Indian Reorganization Act of 1934 (25 U.S.C. 
§ 476-7). It is provided by section 16 of the Indian Reorganization Act (25 
U.S.C. § 476) that the constitution of an organized tribe invests it with the right 
and power “to preyent the sale, disposition, lease or eneumbrance of tribal lands, 
interests in lands, or other tribal assets without the consent of the tribe,” The 
constitution of the Confederated Tribes was approved by the Secretary of the 
Interior, October 26, 1935, and in article 6 thereof empowers the tribal council— 

“(a) To regulate the uses and disposition of tribal property, to protect and 
preserve the tribal property, wildlife and natural resources of the Confederated 

, Tribes, * * * 

“(d) To approve or veto any sale, disposition, lease, or encumbrance of tribal 
lands and tribal assets which may be authorized or executed by the Secretary of 
the Interior, the Commissioner of Indian Affairs, or any other agency of the 
Government: Provided, That no tribal lands shall be sold or encumbered or 
leased for a period in excess of 5 years, except for governmental purposes.” 

In addition, the Secretary of the Interior, on April 21, 1936, submitted a cor- 
porate charter which was duly ratified by the Confederated Tribes and which 
conferred among others the power generally to own and operate and dispose of 
property, except that (par. 5(b) (1)): 

“No sale * * * may be made by the tribe of any land, or interests in land, 
including water powersites, *-* * now or hereafter held by the tribe within 
the boundaries of the Flathead Reservation.” 
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The charter in paragraph 5(f) accorded the power “to make and perform 
contracts and agreements of every description, not inconsistent with law or 
with any provisions of this charter * * * including contracts with the United 
States or the State of Montana or any agency of either for the development of 
waterpower sites within the reservation: Provided, That all contracts * * * 
involving the development of waterpower sites within the reservation, shall be 
subject to the approval of the Secretary of the Interior or his duly authorized 
representative.” 

Legal position of the tribes and their damsites—When the white man first 
came to our country, we owned and controlled these lands to the exclusion of 
anyone else whatsoever. Even if there had never been a treaty, the Supreme 
Court has recognized from earliest days that the Indians’ “right of occupancy 
is considered as sacred as the fee-simple of the whites.” Mitchel v. United 
States, 9 Pet. 711, 746. From the time of the earliest discoveries by Europeans 
and until and following the founding of the United States, the Indians ‘were 
admitted to be the rightful occupants of the soil, with a legal as well as just 
claim to retain possession of it, and to use it according to their own discretion.” 
Johnson v. McIntosh, 8 Wheat. 543, 574. “* * * the Indians’ right of occu- 
pancy has always been held to be sacred; something not to be taken from him 
except by his consent, and then upon such consideration as should be agreed 
upon.” Minnesota v. Hitchcock, 185 U.S. 373, 388-9. With the Treaty of Hell 
Gate of July 16, 1855, 12 Stat. 975, however, this right of occupancy became a 
contract right to which the faith of the United States is pledged. Under‘a 
treaty entirely similar to that of the Treaty of Hell Gate, the Supreme Court 
has flatly ruled that “the right of perpetual and exclusive occupancy of the 
land is not less valuable than full title in fee.” United States v. Shoshone 
Tribe, 304 U.S. 111, 116, citing cases. 

Where there has been a treaty of cession with provision for a reservation out 
of the aboriginal land, the Supreme Court has said, Gaines v. Nichols, 9 How. 
356, 365, that the Indian “holds, strictly speaking, not under the treaty of 
cession, but under his original title, confirmed by the Government in the act of 
agreeing to the reservation.” Or, as was said in United States v. Winans, 198 
U.S. 371-381, “the treaty was not a grant of rights to the Indian, but a grant of 
rights from them—a reservation of those not granted.” 

From time to time there have been some questions raised and some misunder- 
standing by Federal officials of the scope of the title dating from aboriginal 
times—that is, whether the Indians, who had everything in the area before 
they made the cession retained everything in what they reserved, or whether 
they had no “compensable interest” in such property as the exploitable values 
of their damsites. At one time a bill to make payment to the Crow Tribe in 
connection with its Yellowtail Dam site was vetoed on the ground there was no 
such “compensable interest.” This, it appears, was a misunderstanding of the 
rights of a tribe, such as the Flatheads, which antedated the rights of white 
owners or the State of Montana or the United States itself, and which are 
guaranteed by treaty. The mistake of law in the Yellowtail Dam veto has 
now been judicially recognized ; and right in Montana it has been held that the 
Indians own under their treaties the exploitable value of the powersite as a 
powersite. We call attention to United States v. 5,677.94 Acres é&c. (Mont.. 
1958), 162 F. Supp. 101. The matter should never have been in doubt anyway 
so far as the Flathead Reservation is concerned; for it was passed upon by 
the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit some 18 years ago in terms 
which we have always felt make obvious the basic rights of the Confederated 
Tribes in these. reservation.lands under our Treaty of Hell Gate. Montana 
Power Co. v. Rochester (C.A. 9th, 1942), 127 F. 2d 189. 

The legal position of the Flathead Tribes can be understood a little better 
if it is borne in mind that they constitute a government—not just a hundred 
years ago when a solemn treaty was negotiated with that government by the 
United States, but a government having current executive, legislative, and judi- 
cial functions recognized by the Indian Reorganization Act itself and in the 
1935 constitution to which we have referred. The situation is in some respects 
comparable to that relating to other projects in the Columbia River which would 
flood up into Canada. The United States has for years carried on negotiations 
on the complex problems involved. So far as our courts ure cuncerned, the 
matter is a political one, involving intergovernmental relations of treaty and 
negotiation ; Canada could not come into the U.S. court to enjoin a development 
which infringed its soil. 
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Nor can we. Though our legal rights are plain beyond all doubt, we are a 
government; dealings with our affairs by the US Government, so far as is con- 
cerned whether to override our treaty to this extent, is in the political field. 
We cannot stop it with court action—only by appeal to the political conscience 
of our country. Lone Wolf v. Hitchcock, 187 U.S. 558, 565-566. 

Tribal sites No. 2 and Buffalo Rapids No. 4.—Preliminary permits on our tribal 
sites No. 2 and No. 4 were held during the middle 1950’s by Montana Power Co., 
which is the licensee of the existing dam on the reservation (Kerr Dam) and 
which pays the tribes rentals (at a rate fixed many years ago and subject. to 
reappraisal) of at least $225,000 a year. That company thoroughly explored 
both sites, and filed with us and the Federal Power Commission the results of 
its explorations, which proved both sites entirely feasible. Because of the 
pending study of site No. 4 (Buffalo Rapids) by the Corps of Engineers for a 
possible high dam (raising the entire pool to the level of a dam at site No. 2) 
and of studies of the Paradise Site and the Knowles Site (which would raise the 
entire pool to the same level), we could not induce that company to proceed with 
development. We have been looking for other possible developers under Federal 
Power Commission license. We are given to understand that the maximum 
values to the tribes from exploiting these two sites would be two inexpensive low 
dams which would make use of the entire head. This appeals to us, too; for 
it would save substantial grazing and agricultural lands between site No. 4 
and site No. 2 which would be inundated by any of the proposals of the Corps 
of Engineers. 

Apparently the Corps of Engineers wants larger storage to run its downstream 
hydroelectric plants. For our own dams adequate storage and regulation of 
flow would be furnished by Flathead Lake and Kerr Dam and upstream storage. 

We employed an engineer to give us a preliminary, rough estimate of the 
annual rentals we might reasonably expect from our sites. Our electrical engi- 
neer (Mr. Barry Dibble, of Redlands, Calif.) more than 2 years ago fixed the 
annual rental at $355,000. From the fact that the Corps of Engineers found 
annual benefits in even the less-economical high dam at site No. 4 of $504,000, 
we feel it is entirely possible that greater exploitable values will be realized for 
the tribes if these sites are left for private development. 

Urgency for authorizing the Knowles-Paradise project—At the last hearings 
on 8S. 1226, the Chief of Engineers represented that unless early authorization 
is given the vast storage project under consideration, Canada (which has a sub- 
stantial portion of the Columbia River Drainage within its borders) may beat 
this country to the punch and itself establish sufficient storage dams to turn the 
generators in the great U.S. dams on the Columbia itself. Then, under 
our arrangement with Canada, we would be compelled to deliver half the addi- 
tional kilowatts generated with the new Canadian storage to Canada in payment 
for the storage. But if this Knowles-Paradise project is started first, then the 
entire downstream benefits inure to the United States. 

This is apparently the rationalization upon which this project is to be rushed 
through Congress in its late days. We are not aware to what extent, if at all, 
Congress has considered saving a third of a billion dollars (or nearly a half 
of a billion if Paradise be chosen instead of Knowles) and receiving free of any 
cost one-half of all the additional kilowatts Canada would make available at its 
own expense. 

Is it Knowles? Or Paradise?—Knowles floods only the Flathead River and 
tributaries, and only within the Flathead Reservation. So long as only Knowles 
is being considered, opposition of people in the valley of the Clark Fork (which 
would additionally be flooded by Paradise) is reduced. Several additional 
towns would have to be relocated if Paradise is built. As introduced, the bill 
(S. 1226) would have authorized Knowles (estimated cost 2 years ago $234,910,000 
(Rept. U.S. Army Eng. Div. No. Pac. June, 1958), “Water Resource Develop- 
ment, Columbia River Basin, report brochure”; 1 year later, $235,021,000), or, 
under section 2(a), “any site between 2 miles upstream, and 8 miles downstream 
from the site recommended in such review report’, which would have authorized 
Paradise (estimated cost more than 3 years ago about $456 million). As pro- 
posed for report, the authorization is now proposed to be confined to the Knowles 
site. Thereby, substantially no lands outside the boundaries of the reservation 
are to be flooded. Hither Knowles or Paradise would flood exactly the same 
reservation lands. 

It is unnecessary to take more from the tribes than an easement.—The pro- 
posal (Committee Print No. 3) on S. 1226, pending before the Senate Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs, is that the tribes shall convey “all right, title, 
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and interest of the tribes and their members in and to any tribal or individually 
owned land required for carrying out the purposes of this Act’, with a pro- 
vision for making just compensation (a matter which would follow as a matter 
of law anyway from the proposed taking). 

This is far more of the tribal property than the United States needs to take 
to build and operate a dam. That can be done with an easement, without the 
need for taking other interests in the tribal lands, such as hunting and fishing 
rights, timber, minerals, grazing, and the like. Undoubtedly some greater 
amount of tribal lands will be needed for the initial construction than will be 
needed afterward; and under a mere easement these would revest in the tribes 
and the United States would need to pay only for the temporary use. The bill 
envisions (revised sec. 9) acqusition of lands outside the reservoir area neces- 
sary for ownership of sufficient lakeshore frontage and adequate adjacent areas 
for recreation and related matters. This foresees transforming what at present 
is subsistence fishing by tribal members into mere sport for the white man. It 
is unnecessary to the fundamental project and is not germane to the great need 
felt for authorizing it now. No more should be taken than is necessary to the 
building of the dam and related works themselves and the required reservoir 
area. The provision should be merely for an easement. 

What property of the tribes will be lost——Probably the greatest cash value 
which we will lose by the building of Paradise will be our two valuable hydro- 
electric sites. With them, unless some change is made in the proposal, will go 
our hopes and plans for a tribal income which, from Kerr Dam, has helped many 
of our people get on their feet and become some of the most progressive and 
accomplished Indian people anywhere. We have helped our people with high 
school and higher education. Small per capita payments we make, together 
with individual income from tribal-enterprises such as our annual Christmas- 
tree-cutting program, have kept many of our less-well-adjusted people off tribal 
relief; and we have been enabled with tribal funds to help substantially in the 
relief and welfare load with respect to those people who simply cannot, because 
of age or disease, support themselves. We need to do better; we are learning; 
and we have hopes—unless they be dashed by the heedless seizure of our prop- 
erty without concern for how that seizure is to be handled for our welfare. 
Thus, our annual per capita payments have been available as security for es- 
sential small loans to enable parents to clothe their children so they could go to 
school in the fall. 

We will lose some 16,000 acres of tribal grazing lands, now the finest grazing 
on the reservation, where our Indian stockmen’s associations graze their Indian- 
owned cattle, some for summer grazing, others without supplemental feeding 
from the first of November to, sometimes, the middle of February. These lands 
are absolutely irreplaceable. The shock to the Indian economy will be profound. 

There will be interference with our hunting, and fishing, and to some extent 
with our Christmas-tree crop. There will be impairment of access to tribal en- 
terprises, such as our forest operations, remaining tribal grazing, and our Hot 
Springs Bath enterprise. We have no assurance that the tremendous reservoir 
to be filled by Knowles Dam will not as a matter of geological fact quench the 
hot springs at Hot Springs, Mont., where we have built a bath house at a cost 
in excess of $450,000 of tribal money. There will be interference with some of 
our governmental functions, such as policing the reservation. 

While not tribal lands but individual property, about 3,000 acres of individ- 
ually allotted lands held in trust by the United States for individual Indians will 
be lost—with no provision for replacing or rehabilitating the Indian people, or 
seeing that lands they secure are in turn placed in trust. In addition, thou- 
sands of acres of white-owned lands—or at any rate, lands owned in fee simple, 
most of which are white-owned—are affected. 

Water rights possibly taken.—For the first time in the committee print it has 
been proposed (sec. 3(d), p. 21) that the Knowles project shall be subordinate 
to water rights “whether now or hereafter existing, valid under State law.” 
Indian water rights exist under Federal law, and are neither recognized nor 
protected by State law. Does this mean that there would be a taking of Indian 
water rights which have been consistently recognized by the courts as stemming 
from Federal treaties and statutes? If so, the prospective liability of the 
United States in connection with this project could go to unforeseen limits; the 
seizure of property from the Indians is far more grievous. 

That the Indian rights are clear is established by many cases. See Winters 
v. United States (207 U.S. 564 (1908)) ; United States v. Ahtanum Irrig. Dist. 
(236 F. 2d 321 (C.A. 9th, 1956), cert. den. 352 U.S. 988). 
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Whether taken with this great additional liability of the United States on this 

project, or not (since irrelevant to the purpose of the bill), the bill should make 
the matter plain. Because of the extreme consequences to the Indian people, we 
urgently ask that there be no taking of these Indian water rights. We suggest, 
accordingly, that the words “or Federal” be inserted after the word “State” in 
the phrase we have quoted. (Committee Print No. 3, p. 21, line 12.) 
_ How any necessary tribal property should be acquired—wWhile the Confed- 
erated Tribes on the whole have excellent relationships with their neighbors, 
determining the value of tribal assets which will be lost if the project is built 
raises problems which the tribes should not be compelled to endure. No Indian 
could sit, for instance, on a condemnation jury if the land is obtained “in ac- 
cordance with the rules applicable under eminent domain proceedings.” For 
such Indian would have an interest in the outcome. We do not feel secure that 
our white neighbors would feel that the Indian is entitled to the full value of 
the Indian resources which are being foreclosed; and the alternatives of arbi- 
tration or suit in the Court of Claims should be accorded us. 

Time and manner of making compensation.—-The bill now provides simply 
either for a contract with the Confederated Tribes or for a taking under the 
power of eminent domain. Under usual standards, that means (if the taking is 
by eminent domain) a declaration of taking in the U.S. district court where the 
land is situated, followed by a trial of the issue of value. Any judgment would 
have to be returned in terms of dollars; the dollars would go to the tribal ac- 
count, and there would be immediate demands of the tribal membership for 
a per capita payment—an equal share—of the resulting moneys. The amount 
involved would not be large enough for any substantial capital improvement by 
any of the members; experience shows that such per capita payments of a 
moderately large amount would be quickly dissipated. Both the asset would be 
gone and with it the income and the means and hopes for improvement of the 
Flathead people. 

Were it not for the pendency of this proposal, we could exploit two low-head 
dams on our reservation. We have the power sites, and they have been reserved 
by law for more than half a century. We know that at least one power com- 
pany is anxious to build the two low-head dams. If our experience at Kerr 
Dam (Flathead site No. 1) were followed, under which we get annual rentals 
for the exploitation of the tribal damsite, we would have substantial annual 
compensation with which to run our loan programs, pay small per capita pay- 
ments (which now can be borrowed against for worthwhile purposes, such as 
outfitting children with clothing for the new school year); and for continuing 
income for the betterment of our people. It is like income from stock or bonds 
which any non-Indian might have acquired by inheritance and which, if not 
cashed, can produce a continuing income for his benefit. 

We, therefore, want, if this project is to be built, to get what we might get 
out of the alternatives if it were not built: that is, annual payments fully equal 
to the exploitable value of our damsites and other property (the income from 
grazing, timber, fishing, hunting, and like matters) ; and we want it revalued 
(as our rentals at Kerr Dam are to be revalued) from time to time to reflect 
the increased value of low-cost hydroelectric power in comparison with alter- 
natives that are available. Annual payments would also reduce the capital 
cost of the project, reducing what would have to be borrowed. 

Even more, we would like an allotment of power to be disposed of by the 
tribes from time to time as good business judgment might dictate. We have 
seen how a similar block of power reserved by the white people on the so- 
called Flathead Indian irrigation project (operated by the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs, less than 18 percent of the membership of which is Indian) has in- 
creased from time to time over the years and is expected by those people to pay 
not only their construction costs but their operation and maintenance charges 
as well. We have seen the charts of the Corps of Engineers which predict a 
Similar tremendous increase in the value of power over the course of the im- 
mediate future as these few valuable damsites are exploited and further demand 
must be met with thermal power. We feel that since the Flathead people have 
by treaty maintained the exploitable’ values in these damsites, it is only just 
that they—and not the United States by grabbing the Indian propery away from 
them—should realize the tremendous increment in value which it is known will 
accrue from the head developed on tribal lands. 
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Alternative language of S. 1226—We have heretofore proposed to the Senate 
committees that section 6 of the Committee Print No. 3 be restated to read as 
follows: 

“Sec. 6. (a) The Secretary is authorized and directed to negotiate a contract 
with the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes of the Flathead Indian Reser- 
vation in Montana (hereinafter in this section referred to as the *“Tribes’’), pro- 
viding for an easement in the United States for the project to the extent of 
tribal lands and power sites which will be occupied by the project. Any restric- 
tion on contracts conveying any easement in tribal lands, whether imposed by 
Federal law or the constitution or charter of the Tribes, shall not be construed 
to prohibit negotiation and consummation of the contract here referred to by the 
Secretary or the tribal council of the Tribes. Any contract thus negotiated may, 
at the election of either the Secretary or the tribal council of the Tribes, be 
subject to popular referendum in accordance with the Tribes’ constitution and 
bylaws. 

*“(b) In the event no contract shall become effective pursuant to subparagraph 
(a) hereof, then at the election of the Tribes the terms of the acquisition of the 
easement shall be fixed either by arbitration or by an action to be brought by the 
Tribes in the United States Court of Claims or in the United States District 
Court for Montana, as they may choose. If by arbitration, the Secretary may 
select one arbitrator, the Tribes one, and the two a third, in accordance with the 
usual course of arbitration. No arbitrator shall have any interest in the tribal 
estate, nor shall be in the regular employment of the Tribes or the United States. 
Arbitrators selected by the parties shall be paid by and as agreed by the party 
selecting them; the third shall be paid by the Administrator at not to exceed 
usual rates for such services. In the event terms of the acquisition are settled 
by a court, the court shall not be limited to the rendition of a money judgment, 
but shall in its determination take into account and provide for terms in accord- 
ance with the provisions of subsection (c) hereof. 

“(c) Any contract for or determination of the terms of the acquisition of an 
easement shall provide full and fair annual compensation for the loss of the 
exploitable values of tribal dam sites within the Flathead Indian Reservation 
which will be inundated by the project, and the loss or impairment of other 
tribal property including, without limitation, lands (grazing, farming, timber, 
mineral, hunting and other); improvements and crops thereon or resources 
therein; public works and improvements including roads; and impairments 
through limited access to tribal enterprises or tribal resources even though not 
inundated or taken for immediate use by the project. Authorization is hereby 
given for any or all of the following: (1) Compensation, or partial compensation, 
in kind, as by furnishing an allotment of power to the Tribes; (2) to the extent 
compensation in kind is not made, reevaluation of the exploitable values of 
tribal power resources inundated by the project at reasonable intervals to the 
end that taking of the power potential of the tribal lands shall not hereafter 
result in a profit to the United States at the expense of the Tribes; and (3) re- 
tention by the Tribes of exclusive disposition of fishing rights within such por- 
tion of the reservation as is inundated by the reservoir.” 

If the matter be so urgent that full consideration cannot be given the Indian 
interests and the serious economic and human problems which are wrapped up 
in them, together with all the moral problems which arise from this kind of 
violation of the treaty in order to give the white man something which he 
urgently insists upon, then we have suggested to the committees that the matter 
be left for the sober consideration and reflection of the next Congress where 
(with the aid of appropriate Government agencies) the tribes can prepare and 
present to the Congress the many and impelling considerations which are in- 
volved. This could be done by striking section 6 as it now appears, and letting 
it read as follows: 

“Sec. 6. There are hereby reserved for further consideration by Congress all 
matters respecting the property and rights of the Confederated Salish and Koo- 
tenai Tribes of the Flathead Reservation, Montana, including the extent of 
tribal title to be taken for the project, the means of determining compensation, 
and the time and means of making payment therefor.” 


(The committee proceeded to other business. ) 
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APPENDIX 


(The following letters and statements were received for inclusion in 
the hearing record :) 


HEADQUARTERS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, D.C., April 8, 1960. 
Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
U.S. Senate. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: In accordance with telephone requests on April 7, 1960, 
from Mr. Mapes of your staff, this letter confirms a correction on the division 
engineer’s report on the Columbia River, as discussed with Mr. Mapes, by a 
member of my staff. 

The last paragraph on page 179 of the report states that the Knowles project 
would generate an average of about 1,323 million kilowatt-hours of energy 
annually at the site, and would add 1,200 million kilowatt-hours annually at 
downstream plants. The latter figure is an intermediate estimate of the down- 
stream effect with the project in the last added position, whereas the proper 
figure should be 2,330 million kilowatt-hours annually based on the project 
operating in the system. 

This correction does not affect the power benefits attributed to the Knowles 
project. 

Sincerely yours, 
BE. C. ITSCHNER, 
Lieutenant General, USA, Chief of Engineers. 


Starr Nore.—As is apparent, the above revision constitutes a sub- 
stantial increase in the amount of annual energy attributable to the 


Knowles project over the figures provided in the division engineer’s 
report on the Columbia River, although not in the monetary value of 
such benefits, since the corrected figures were used to arrive at such 
monetary evaluation. 

The figures for the annual energy production attributable to the 
Knowles and Paradise projects as presented in the division engineer’s 
report are as follows: 


Annual energy production 
Paradise Dam: Kilowatt-hours 
2, 024, 000, 000 
2, 497, 000, 000 


4, 521, 000, 000 


2, 523, 000, 000 
Knowles percent of Paradise, 56 percent. 


The revised figures for Knowles Dam are as follows: 
Knowles Dam: Kilowatt-hours 
1, 32> ‘00, 000 
2, 330, 000, 000 
3, 653, 000, 000 
Knowles percent of Paradise (revised), 81 percent. 
589 
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Rockwoop & SYKES, 
Kalispell, Mont., March 9, 1960. 
Hon. JAMES EB. Murray, 
U.S. Senator From Montana, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR MurRAY: I am enclosing herewith the statement which was 
presented at the hearing in Missoula concerning S. 1226. In order that there 
be no misunderstanding. I want it clearly understood that the conservation 
groups do not intend, from a conservation standpoint, to oppose the Knowles 
project. In fact, district No. 1 and most of the local groups have endorsed the 
project from a conservation standpoint. The purpose of the appearance was to 
eall attention to omissions in the bill as it pertains to fish and wildlife conserva- 
tion and recreation. 

The reason I am writing you is that unfortunately at the hearing, because 
I was unable to attend, my statement was delivered to the members of the com- 
mittee by Mr. James E. Murphy who presented the statement of the Kalispell 
Chamber of Commerce. This was done because, as the spokesman for the 
Kalispell Chamber of Commerce, Mr. Murphy appeared neither in opposition nor 
in support of the project but in opposition to the bill in view of what the chamber 
felt was omitted contrary to the interests of western Montana and Montana. 
I sincerely hope that all measures and reservoir projects in western Montana 
will include the provisions mentioned in my statement so that full use of the 
resources can be realized by the people of Montana as well as the entire country. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rospert C. SYKEsS. 


STATEMENT OF RospertT C. SYKES, PRESIDENT, District No. 1, MONTANA STATE 
WILDLIFE FEDERATION 


My name is Robert C. Sykes and I am president of District No. 1 of the Mon- 
tana State Wildlife Federation. District No. 1 consists of more than 35 conserva- 
tion groups, with a membership in excess of 10,000. I appear at this time rela- 
tive to S. 1226 solely from the standpoint of conservation, and any remarks made 
herein are to be considered as solely confined to the problems of good conser- 
vation. 

All that we conservationists can expect or can reasonably ask for is that rea- 
sonable and necessary limitations on other uses be definitely established so that 
fish and wildlife recreations be one of the truly valuable uses of a multiple- 
purpose. reservoir. 

It has been said that wherever there has been good conservation practiced, 
you will find good fish and wildlife recreation, because they go hand in hand. 
In the past and for the last several years almost all money and attention has 
been expended and directed in downstream studies of reservoir construction. 
This has left little or nothing for upstream and headwater studies. Now the 
attention and need for reservoirs is concentrated in the upstream areas. There- 
fore, adequate studies must be made now, not after an upstream reservoir is 
built. Plans must be made now and during construction, not afterward. Time 
to prevent or cure an ailment is prior to or during the period of illness, not at 
the time of an autopsy. The construction of reservoirs in the past has shown 
many errors and problems that are created by storage dams. Some of these are 
as follows: 

1. Reservoirs are ideally suited for rough fish but not game fish unless con- 
siderably more attention is directed to the maintenance of a game fish popu- 
lation. 

2. Fluctuation of the water levels directly affects the habitat, including food 
supply, which in turn affects the types and amount of wildlife recreation. 

3. The blockage of a drainage interferes with the spawning runs of that en- 
tire drainage and results in an entirely new fishery problem. 

4, The fish and wildlife problems created by a storage reservoir is a continual 
one and exists prior to, at the time of and after construction of the project and 
with a considerable continuing expense. . 

5. Drawdowns from the storage reservoir must be limited in amount and dur- 
ing certain periods of the year in order to maintain a reasonable fish and wildlife 
use. If this is not done, the expense of maintaining minimal fishery and wild- 
life recreation is prohibitive. 
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In the submission of any bill for consideration by the U.S. Congress, it is re- 
spectfully requested that the following measures be made a part of any such 
bill: 

1. That provisions be made for the creation and establishment of a definite low- 
water level below which no drawdown can be permitted, and that fluctuation 
periods be definitely established in order to give real recognition to fish and wild- 
life recreation as a part of the multiple use of the project. 

2. That a full and complete study be made of fish and wildlife recreational prob- 
lems prior to the actual construction of the project. 

3. That an annual allocation of reasonable, sufficient and necessary funds be 
provided for out of operating revenues for fish and wildlife recreation, including 
the propagation and establishment of such recreation. 

4. That all studies of a reservoir, not only be concerned with the project it- 
self, but also the reasonable impacts such project has on the drainage affected 
by that project. 

It is respectfully submitted that S. 1226 be amended to include the above neces- 
sary measures in order that the proposed project be a multiple-purpose project, 
giving reasonable and necessary attention to the fish and wildlife use which it so 
warrants. 

We are pleased to notice the provisions for public access and acquiring of 
public lands for fish and wildlife recreation in S. 1226. We do not feel that the 
bill as written has the safeguards which are reasonable and necessary in order 
to give fish and wildlife recreation its proper concept and perspective in a 
multiple-use reservoir. 


Rockwoop & SYKES, 
Kalispell, Mont., March 15, 1960. 
Hon, JAMES E, Murray, 
U.S. Senator from Montana, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR MurRRAY: I am very pleased to receive your letter of March 8, 
concerning your bill 1226 on the Knowles Paradise Dam. As you will notice 
from my statement presented at the hearing in Missoula as president of district 
No. 1 of the State wildlife federation, we believe that section 4(a) is ne* specific 
enough as it pertains to development of recreational facilities and the preserva- 
tion and development of fish and wildlife resources and recreation. It is my 
opinion, based upon past recommendations of the Corps of Engineers that little 
or no consideration except lipservice has been given to the problems of recrea- 
tion as it pertains to multiple-purpose dams. We notice that a detailed study 
as to the power potential of the two projects has been submitted right down to 
the last kilowatt and dollar. However, as to what is necessary for the develop- 
ment and preservation of fish and wildlife resources and recreation is mere 
nebulous generalities since there is no plan showing what is intended or in what 
way fish and wildlife resources would be affected and what specific plan is in- 
tended for their preservation. It is for those reasons that we feel that such a 
study should be made. It is to be noted that a section in the high Mountain 
Sheep Dam bill requires that a study be made on the effects of the dam construc- 
tion on fish and the plans for preservation of fish and wildlife recreation. We 
strongly urge that such a study be made and that such a preservation be included 
in your bil. Wealso strenuously object to the corps request to await the results 
of studies being undertaken by the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Com- 
mission as they are at this time requesting legislation for dam construction. If 
there is to be any waiting, we request that the entire project await the results 
of such studies. E 

We strenuously urge that sufficient moneys be made available for a complete 
and detailed study of the fish and wildlife recreation in Hungry Horse Dam as 
Well as any problems that have arisen due to reservoir storage and recommen- 
dations for fish and wildlife recreational preservation as it pertains to particular 
problems created by the construction of the dam and storage of the waters of 
Hungry Horse. Such a study would be very pertinent and furnish information 
that would be applicable to most of the other reservoir projects in western 
Montana. 
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In submitting this letter, I ask that the requests set out in the statement pre- 
sented at the hearing be seriously considered and, from a conservation stand- 
point, amendments to your bill to include these recommendations would, in my 
opinion, make the bill acceptable to the groups I represent. 

Respectfully yours, 
RosBert C. SYKES, 
President, District No. 1, Montana Wildlife Federation. 


U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, D.C., March 21, 1960. 
Mr. Ropert C. SYKEs, 
Attorney at Law, 
Conrad Bank Building, 
Kalispell, Mont. 


Dear Mr. Sykes: I was pleased to -have your March 9 letter which made it 
clear that conservation groups do not intend, from a conservation standpoint, to 
oppose the Knowles project and further pointing out that most of the local groups 
have endorsed the project. I shall see to it that this viewpoint is made Clear to 
the members of my committee. I hope that hearings on 8S. 1226 by the irrigation 
subcommittee will be scheduled very soon now that the civil rights debate is com- 
ing to a close. 

I would like your advice on one point relative to your letter in which you 
mentioned the Knowles project. As you know, the bill S. 1226 would give the 
Secretary of the Interior authority to choose between Knowles and Paradise 
sites. Most, if not all, of the testimony at the field hearing which favored con- 
struction of a Federal dam indicated preference for the Paradise site. Do I 
correctly assume that the conservation groups in your area support either site 
from a conservation standpoint? 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES E. Murray. 

P.S.—The Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee, at my request, has just 
set Tuesday, March 29, to hold further hearings on S. 1226. However, this par- 
ticular hearing will be to take the testimony of executive agencies only, inas- 
much as they were excluded from the field hearing at Missoula in order to give 
the fullest amount of time possible to local interests. 

J. ky. a. 


Rockwoop & SYKES, 
Kalispell, Mont., March 30, 1960. 
Hon. JAMEs E. MurrAy, 
U.S. Senator, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR MuRRAY: In reply to your letter of March 21, I will state 
that it is my opinion the conservation groups in my area have no objection to 
either Knowles or Paradise sites providing the suggested amendments as they 
pertain to fish and wildlife and which are set forth in my statement presented 
at. the hearing are included in the bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
Bos SYkeEs, President, District No. 1. 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
April 12, 1960. 
Mr. Rosert C. SYKEs, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

DEAR Mr. SYKES: I want to thank you for your letter of March 30 relating to 
S. 1226 and the amendments thereto proposed by District No. 1 of the Montana 
State Wildlife Federation. Your ideas were most helpful to us in preparing an 
amended version of the bill. 

I am enclosing a copy of the committee print of the amended bill which has 
been prepared for the consideration of the Subcommittee on Irrigation and 
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Reclamation. In connection with your recommendations, you» will note that 
the following changes have been made: 

1. At the top of page 3 a proviso is included to limit the drawdown of the reser- 
voir to a minimum level of 2,620 feet above mean sea level, as proposed in the 
Corps of Engineers review report. While this might not have been necessary, 
in the light of the earlier provision concerning operation and maintenance of the 
project, I thought there was no harm in including it as a specific provision in 
the bill. 

I do not believe it is feasible to establish definitely the fluctuation periods for 
the project water level because of the necessity of meeting climatic variations by 
the project’s operation. However, as I am sure you recognize, the reservoir would 
in any event be full from the first of June through at least September of each 
year, and in many years might not be drawn down to the minimum level in the 
wintertime. 

I believe this maintenance of the water level at the full 2,700 feet throughout 
the summer would largely take care of the problem of recreation in the project 
area. 

2. I believe the responsibilities given to the Board on page 6 of the committee 
print would largely provide for the fish and wildlife recreational problems which 
you refer to. However, to assure the full consideration of the whole question, 
I have added section 7(b) on pages 17 and 18 of the committee print to provide 
for the preparation of the kind of study you suggest by the Secretary of Inte 
rior and the Board. You will note that this specifically refers to the project 
drainage area which, of course, encompasses a much larger area than the project 
area itself. 

Concerning your suggestion that funds be allocated from operating revenues 
for fish and wildlife recreation, I think it better to permit such funds to be pro- 
vided in the customary manner under the appropriation process rather than 
allocated directly from the operating revenue of the Bonneville Power Admin- 
istration. Such a precedent could only add to the bookkeeping problems of the 
Administration, and I feel certain that the agency charged with responsibility for 
fish and wildlife can estimate and obtain the funds necessary to handle this 
problem. 

I think that with these improvements the Knowles Dam project will have a 
tremendously beneficial effect on the fish and wildlife resources of the Flathead - 
Valley. With adequate planning in advance, the adverse impact should be mini- 
mized and the developmental aspects of the project used to the fullest for the 
propagation of these resources. An example of this is the suggestion by John 
Craighead that prior to the flooding of the reservoir, a shovel and bulldozer op- 
eration should be inaugurated to cut behind many of the ridges projecting into 
reservoir area. This would provide that such areas, instead of being peninsulas, 
would be islands in the reservoir; this, of course, would be ideal nesting habitat 
for the wild fowl which are now one of the major resources of the area. 

It is this kind of advance planning which makes a project like this creative 
rather than destructive of our wildlife population. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES E. Murray, Chairman. 


KALISPELL, Mont., March 24, 1960. 
Hon. JAMES MURRAY, 
The Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR Murray: The Daily Missoulian and Spokesman Review carry 
stories stating that you are once again in favor of the Knowles and Paradise 
projects on the lower Flathead River in western Montana. 

This raises doubts in the minds of the people of the upper Flathead Valley 
that again an attack on Flathead Lake is in the making. As you well know, 
Senator Murray, the dams on the lower Flathead River below the Montana 
Power Co.’s dam at Polson will not qualify as Federal multiple-purpose projects, 
due to the fact that they add nothing in flood control or navigation to the great 
Columbia River Basin and are only run of the river power projects in a section of 
the river already having the following projects operative at present in this short 
stretch of river from Flathead Lake to the Idaho border; namely, Kerr Dam at 
Folsom, Thompson Falls Dam, Cabinet Gorge Dam, Noxon Rapids Dam, and 
Albeni Falls Dam across the border in Idaho. 
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The Knowles and Paradise Dams cannot qualify as needed hydroelectric 
power projects nor do they add anything to water storage, navigation, or 
flood control and are therefore entirely superfluous and will not qualify as a 
Federal multiple-purpose project at all. 

Senator Murray, the people of western Montana know this and do not like your 
stand on this vital issue. 

Let us get on with the great Libby project on the Kootenai River in north- 
western Montana. 

Very truly yours, 
T. B. Moore, M.D., 
R. H. Gatiss, 
Executive Vice President, 
First Federal Savings & Loan. 


STATEMENT OF DENNIS A; DELLWO, CHARLO, MONT. 


By way of introduction: I am one of the old homesteaders who settled the 
former Flathead Reservation when it was thrown open in 1910. I was in public 
work from the start. Farm Bureau, community affairs, petitions for this or 
that, then, since the creation of the irrigation districts, required by Congress 30 
years ago, I have been the secretary of and one of the Commissioners of the 
Flathead District. The board of that district has sent me to Washington a 
number of times to assist in setting up a permanent and workable type of 
economic structure here. When one has worked that long with and for this area, 
and lived with it to see it bloom as this area has bloomed, he cannot well remain 
passive when something so destructive as the proopsed dam near Paradise is 
being promoted. I aim to resist the proposal, and have resisted it because: 

First, the proposal of this monstrous thing is virtually being put to a vote 
through making it a partisan issue. What right do we have, who presumably 
will not be hurt, to determine that a large group of other people shall be 
destroyed : In large degree they would be just that—destroved. 

Second, the dam would flood right at 80,000 acres and destroy an outstanding 
beauty spot, of not only Montana but of the whole West and make of that 
area, where the tourist has feasted his eyes, which has been the pathway of 
man into and out of western Montana since man came, a place of mud and slime, 
with all the filthy creatures and the stench and death which would permeate 
such an area. 

Third, the perimeter of the proposed storage is estimated at 400 miles, up into 
the solvent cliffs which abound along both sides of the canyon, miles of which, 
undermined by the creeping seepage, with their own under-drainage dammed off, 
will topple their mountainous mass into the reservoir. Recreational areas. 
Where would one find it? How would he get to it? 

Fourth, then, the most brutal of all, the dispersal of around 5,000 people, 
humans, their compact communities, villages, church and school groups, neigh- 
borhood groups close to one another as a large family, scattered as so much 
rubbish ; their buried dead desecrated; a type of destruction for which there can 
be no commensurate compensation. 

Fifth, the Moiese, Dixon, and Agency areas of the Flathead project; 13,000 
acres now highly developed with superior farms and farmsteads, would be re- 
duced to the picture of death. Those areas would be within the upper levels of 
the proposed storage, where the water would annually be pulled down. 

The Moiese area very early went into quite an exclusive irrigation type of 
farming. Also project features supplying that area required costly construction 
eof storage and canals, representing right at $1 million to build. In addition to 
the irrigation system, there now is a very costly electrical transmission system. 
It is too bad the promoters of this dastardly thing could not be required to live 
the rest of their lives along the rim of the reservoir especially during the “pull- 
down” seasons. I am sure that would bring them to repentance for their evil and 
selfish work. 

Does anyone dispute this portrayal? No, they do not. But they contend that 
the advantages to the rest of us would be so great that the victims should be 
glad of the sacrifice. 

What advantages could there be? Not even one advantage can be assured to 
Montana or to those of us who will be left upstream to see and smell the thing. 
One can sniff beforehand the monsoons moving up the canyon summer evenings, 
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slowly absorbing the filth-laden vapors as they pass over the 30-odd miles of 
mud flats. The usual handouts are being offered to us. <A reserve of power. 
The Flathead District has had striking experiences with the lack of stability 
upon which such reserves are resting. 


CONGRESS IS COMPLETELY UNABLE TO MAKE ANY SUCH RESERVE. THE TIME OF CON- 
GRESS IS LARGELY SPENT PASSING LAWS AND IN CHANGING THE LAWS IT HAS 
ALREADY PASSED 


They propose to irrigate 60,000 acres of new land. Whereis that land? Who is 
asking for irrigation? The lands they have in mind are, by soil and topography, 
clear “out” so far as irrigation is concerned. The owners do not want irrigation. 

If this monstrous thing be done, the promoters will be accursed by coming gen- 
erations. They should die in shame. 

We have built a sound economic structure here. We do not want it under- 
mined. 

I am sure I recite the prayer of thousands now enjoying what we have here 
when I say: “Please leave us be”. 


LAW OFFICES OF RicuArp P. HEINZ, 
Polson, Mont., February 19, 1960. 
Hon. JAMES E, Murray, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 
Hon. Rosert S. Kerr, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear SENATOR MurRRAY AND SENATOR KERR: Recently I received a printed 
copy of part 3 of hearings before the Select Committee on National Water Re- 
sources, U.S. Senate, 86th Congress, 1st session, pursuant to Senate Resolution 
48 covering the hearings conducted at Billings, Mont., on October 9, 1959, and at 
Missoula, Mont., on October 12, 1959. At pages 541 and 542 there appears a state- 
ment of the Polson Chamber of Commerce dated October 12, 1959, and addressed 
to the Honorable Robert S. Kerr a chairman of the Senate Select Committee on 
National Water Resources. My name appears at the end of that statement pur- 
portedly as a signatory thereof and as a member of the legislative committee of 
the Polson Chamber of Commerce. 

I would like to say, first, that I have no dispute with the Polson Chamber of 
Commerce and the many fine gentlemen who are members of that organization. 
Their work in the promotion and improvement of our community, particuiarly in 
matters of public relations and business cooperation, has been of great benefit to 
us Who live and work in this beautiful area of Montana. 

I am sorry to say, however, that I am not now, nor have I ever been, a member 
of the Polson Chamber of Commerce. I have not contributed or paid dues to the 
organization, attended any of its meetings, nor participated in any way in the 
work of its legislative committee. The views expressed by Mr. A. L. Helmer 
and such other members of his committee who may have assisted in the prepara- 
tion of the statement to which I refer are not all shared by me and, I am sure, 
are not all shared by many who are members of the Polson Chamber of Com- 
merce. For these reasons I would like to record an objection to the use of my 
name as a sponsor of the answers and recommendations appearing in the state- 
ment submitted to the select committee at the Missoula hearings in October 1959. 

In addition, I understand that a further communication writen by Mr. A. L. 
Helmer and approved by the directors of the Polson Chamber of Commerce was 
sent to the members of the Senate Committees on Interior and Insular affairs 
protesting the manner in which the hearing on S. 1226 was held in Missoula on 
December 15, 1959. I did not attend the hearing and have no knowledge of the 
manner in which it was conducted or the validity of any of Mr. Helmer’s ob- 
jections. If my name appears as a signatory of that letter or as a member of 
Mr. Helmer’s committee I must again strenuously object for the reasons I have 
stated. 

A copy of this letter is being sent to the Polson Chamber of Commerce and to 
Mr. A. L. Helmer to the end that my name not be used again without my knowl- 
edge or permission. 

Sincerely yours. 
RicHarp P. HEtyz. 
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NATIONAL AUDUBON SOCIETY, 
New York, March 24, 1960. 
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DeaR SENATOR ANDERSON: Your subcommittee scheduled hearings March 3 
on S. 1226, the bill to authorize the Knowles Dam on the Flathead River in 
Montana, a hearing which was postponed because of the civil rights debate. En- 
closed is a statement prepared for presentation in behalf of the National Audu- 
bon Society. Since the new date for the hearing is as yet uncertain and it may 
not be possible for me to be present, I respectfully request that my statement be 
held in the file for inclusion in the record of the hearing. 

In this statement we call attention to the damage that would accrue to the 
National Bison Range if Knowles Dam, or the alternate Paradise Dam, were to 
be constructed. We recommend provision in the legislation for replacement 
of the flooded and damaged lands. 

Thank you for your attention to this request. 

Sincerely, 
CaRL W. BUCHHEISTER, President. 


STATEMENT OF NATIONAL AUDUBON SOCIETY 


The National Audubon Society recognizes the need for additional flood- 
control storage and hydroelectric development in the Columbia Basin. We be- 
lieve dams to accomplish these desirable ends can, and should be planned in such 
a way and at locations to avoid unnecessary or undue damage to wildlife re- 
sources. We wish respectfully to call to the committee’s attention the fact that 
the proposed Knowles Dam on the Flathead River would do serious damage to 
the National Bison Range and to the herd of buffalo this great reservation was 
established to preserve. It would cause losses, too, in deer and other valuable 
wildlife. 

The damage to the bison and the deer would result from the flooding of winter- 
brousing area along the Jocko River, Misson Creek, and other tributary streams. 
Upon inquiry we learned from the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife that 
this flooding would affect some 2,100 acres of the 19,000-acre reservation. The 
adverse effect upon the game herds would be far greater, however, than this 
11-percent acreage proportion would indicate. This is because the lands to be 
flooded are critical winter range in years of severe weather. The animals can 
feed in the lowlands, and only in the lowlands, when the uplands are locked in 
winter snow. 

In addition another 3,000 acres of the bison range would be rendered partially 
useless by proposed railroad relocation which would cut off access from the 
main area. 

The craggy buffalo is one of our great national symbols. It fed and sustained 
the Lewis and Clark Expedition and countless later explorers and pioneers who 
opened the great West to the American dream. 

Its herds, which once roamed the Midwest and Great Plains in uncountable 
millions, finally fell before the market hunter, the cow, and the plow. But be- 
fore this magnificent creature disappeared completely from our continent, 
and almost at the last gasp before extinction, early conservation leaders acted to 
save it. President Theodore Roosevelt asked Congress to establish the National 
Bison Range, and Congress so acted in 1908. The Congress appropriated $40,000 
to buy the land from the Flathead Indians and pay the cost of fencing it. Then 
the American Bison Society raised $10,000 by popular subscription to buy the 
animals to stock the range. The only sources of stock at that time were a few 
small herds owned by private individuals. 

Today the National Bison Range supports from 300 to 500 buffalo, the size 
of the herd varying with range conditions from year to year. These are the 
lineal descendants of the great and storied buffalo herds of the wild west before 
the days of the cowboys, and the legends of which have thrilled the small boys 
of every succeeding generation, whether they have been readers of the exploits 
of Buffalo Bill or 20th century fans of western movies and TV dramas. 

Here on the National Bison Range in Montana is one of the few places where 
this magnificent specimen of ‘the native American fauna can still be seen in its 
natural setting. Here it grazes in numbers sufficient to stir the imaginations 
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of latter-day descendants of Merriwether Lewis, William Clark, and William 
Cody. Many millions of Americans would be unhappy if serious damage befell 
their National Bison Range. 

The Audubon Society respectfully requests that in any legislation authorizing 
construction of the Knowles Dam, or of Paradise Dam for which Knowles has 
been advanced as an alternative, provision be made for acquisition of suitable 
lands to take the place of the areas to be flooded or reduced in accessibility in 
the National Bison Range. 

We urge the adoption of such other measures as may be recommended by the 
Fish and Wildlife Service to mitigate the probable losses of goose-nesting areas 
and other wildlife habitat. Should Paradise Dam be authorized instead of 
Knowles, our recommendations would be the same. 

We thank you for this opportunity to present the views of the society. 


Missouta, Mont., December 15, 1959. 
Re S8. 1226. 
Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 
Chairman, and Members of the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
U.S. Senate. 

GENTLEMEN: Our district council is a proponent of Senate bill 1226 but recom- 
mends construction of Paradise Dam rather than the Knowles project. 

Our district council is composed of 18 local unions with a combined member- 
ship of approximately 3,000 and representing an estimated 4,000 to 4,500 workers 
in the logging, lumbering and related industries of western Montana, as follows: 
Local number and location : Local number and location—Continued 

1909, Polson. 2800, Missoula. 

1965, Somers. 2812, Missoula. 

2116, Seeley Lake. 2925, Livingston. 
2405, Kalispell. 2933, Hamilton. 

2409, Helena. 3021, Bozeman. 

2581, Libby. 3029, Columbia Falls. 
2685, Missoula. 3038, Bonner. 

2719, Thompson Falls. 3072, Hot Springs. 
2797, Columbia Falls. 


The vast majority of our members, approximately nine-tenths, live and work 
in the western Montana counties immediately surrounding, and directly affected 
by, the proposed Paradise Dam project. These counties are: Missoula, Ravalli, 
Lake, Sanders, Flathead, and Lincoln. 

Five of our local unions are located in Missoula County; one in-Ravalli 
County; one in Lake County and two in Sanders County. The combined mem- 
bership of these nine locals totals nearly 1,500, approximately half the member- 
ship of our council. 

At a 1957 convention of our council, composed of more than 40 delegates elected 
by the local unions, a resolution favoring immediate Federal construction of 
Paradise Dam was adopted with only 1 dissenting vote. Of the delegates present, 
90 percent were from the counties mentioned above; 75 percent were from the 
counties immediately surrounding the proposed Paradise Dam reservoir and 
excluding Flathead and Lincoln Counties. 

Nearly every semiannual convention since that time has taken some action, 
financially or otherwise, to support immediate construction of Paradise Dam. 

We notice also that othér labor organizations, where the influence of our local 
unions is felt, are on record as proponents of Paradise Dam. These organizations 
include various central labor bodies throughout the areas where our local unions 
exist. 

Therefore, it can safely be concluded that the citizens of the State of Montana 
who are members of our organization and who reside in the area of western 
Montana directly affected by the proposed Paradise Dam are preponderantly in 
favor of its immediate construction. 

The reason most commonly advanced in resolutions adopted by our local unions 
and by our district council is the desire for a stable industrial expansion of west- 
ern Montana to offset the seasonal and unstable employment opportunities of the 
logging and lumbering industry upon which much of the economy of western 
Montana is now based. 
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We have noted that the only major nonlumber additions to the industrial 
economy of the State of Montana in the past 20 years or more were made possible 
by the hydroelectric power and water storage provided by Hungry Horse Dam in 
Flathead County. 

We have noted further that through the entire history of construction of 
hydroelectric plants by so-called private power interests in Montana, not one 
important unit of industrial expansion has been provided within the State except 
to the mining and smelting operations of a firm directly related to the major 
power producer. 

This has led to a stifling of free enterprise in developing the natural resources 
for which the State of Montana is noted throughout the Nation. 

It has led also to a lack of employment security; a lack of diversity in job 
opportunities and advancement and a lack of any hope for a future within the 
State of Montana for the sons and daughters of our working people who have 
ambitions to rise above the limited opportunities afforded within our State. 

For example, our working people know of the wide variety of mineral deposits 
within the State that have gone undeveloped and unused for lack of sufficient 
firm power at a low enough cost to attract processors and manufacturers to the 
State. 

Vast phosphate and other mineral deposits have gone unused and of no value 
to the economy of the State with ne effort on the part of private power com- 
panies to produce enough power to develop them. 

With the completion of Hungry Horse Dam and its resultant allocation of 
power to be used within the State, a major chemical manufacturer was attracted 
to the State and is now providing employment security to a new community 
within the State as well as to citizens of nearby communities; the owners of 
previously undeveloped mineral lands and the workers engaged in the mining 
and transportation of the minerals. 

Our people know also that the aluminum processing plant now located near 
Hungry Horse Dam and providing year around employment for hundreds of 
persons in an otherwise seasonally employed and unemployed area would not 
have been located there through any effort of any private power company. 

Our people know that present privately owned power-producing facilities on 
the Clarks Fork River and privately owned power-producing facilities now under 
construction on the Clarks Fork River are for the purpose of producing power 
for industrial areas in other States and that there is no means by which that 
power or the usage of it, can be confined to the State of Montana by any action 
of the people of Montana or any governmental agency. 

Those are the reasons of the rank and file workers in the logging-lumbering 
industry for their support of Federal construction of Paradise Dam and other 
dams as well, in order that Montana water, stored in Montana, will be allocated 
by legislative process to the improvement of Montana agriculture and in order 
that power generated by Montana water will be allocated by legislative action 
to industrial expansion within the State of Montana before either water or 
power are released for downstream areas in other States. 

These are the sentiments of the workers in the logging-lumbering industry 
based upon their experience with seasonal unemployment in their industry and 
with no other industry to turn to for employment. 

These are the sentiments of workers based on their experience with a declin- 
ing economy in the Montana lumber industry and based upon a rapidly declining 
source of raw materials for diversified job opportunity within the Montana 
lumber industry. 

These are the sentiments of workers who have toiled a lifetime within the un- 
stable and seasonal economy of the Montana lumber industry; who have raised 
*their children, educated them in Montana schools and colleges, then bid them 
goodby as they sought opportunities in other States not available to them in the 
restricted industrial economy of Montana. 

We view the Knowles site as an acceptable but not a desirable substitute for 

-aradise Dam from the standpoint of long-range multipurpose water storage, 
power generation, and economic development of Montana. 

Respectfully submitted. 


MONTANA District CouNncIL, LUMBER & 
SAWMILL WorRKERS’ UNIONS, 
By Rosert C. WELLER, 


Executive Secretary. 
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Lissy, Mont., December 15, 1959. 
To Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 
Chairman, and Members of the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee of the 
US. Senate. 


GENTLEMEN: Local union No. 2581 has nearly 1,000 members and represents 
most of the working people of Lincoln County, Mont. We are, of course, ardent 
supporters of Libby Dam in our home locality. However, we do not agree with 
certain chambers of commerce, ete., who claim to oppose Senate bill 1226 on 
grounds that they favor construction of Libby Dam first. We realize that the 
eonstruction of Libby Dam and the construction of Paradise Dam are in no 
way related and neither are the problems confronting the proponents of both 
dams such as we are. 

Local 2581 wishes to be recorded as a proponent of Senate bill 1226 and at 
the same time to record our preference for construction at the Paradise site 
rather than the Knowles site. 

In recording our position, we are in accord with the entire labor movement 
of the State of Montana which favors the construction of both Libby and 
’aradise Dams at the earliest possible dates for each of the two projects. We 
believe both to be necessary to the full development of Montana water resources 
for the benefit of Montana citizens as well as the citizens of the United States 
residing in downstream States. We do not favor postponing the construction 
of Paradise Dam on any pretext whatsoever. 

Respectfully submitted. 


LUMBER & SAWMILL WorkKERS LocaL 2581, 
By WILLIAM SHAWL, 
United Brotherhood of Carpenters € 
Joiners of America. 
Business Representative. 


PLEASANTVILLE, N.J., March 28, 1960. 
Senator CLINTON ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: I am very disturbed to hear that the planned 
Knowles Dam in Montana will flood a vital part of the National Bison Range. 
When your committee takes this up I urge you to avoid damage to this valuable 
area. I think the average citizen would be concerned with such a threat to a 
national animal if they knew of it. We have too few good buffalo herds left. 

Very truly yours, 
FRANKLIN S. HIRsT. 


Hot Sprines, Mont., 


December 11, 1959. 
Mr. Paut HArtLow, 


Thompson Falls, Mont. 


DeEAR Mr. Hartow: I have read the pros and cons on the hearings held on the 
Paradise Dam, and while there were some sound arguments on both sides, it 
still seems to me that there is only one dam to work for, and that is the Paradise 
Dam. Looking at it from an engineering standpoint it would be very impractical 
to put a lot of money into a dam at Knowles, when the same money and the same 
dam located at Paradise dam site would harness both rivers instead of just the 
Clarks Fork or Missoula River. 

We believe that there are certain interests in Montana that would like to kill 
this project so they could have the dam site when they may want it, but we 
would like to see the resources of western Montana developed during our time 
and get industry in Montana while there is still time to do so. 

Let us take a look at the prospects for our sons and daughters of Montana, 
raised in Montana, educated in Montana, at the cost of the taxpayers of Montana, 
and as soon as they get through high school or the University of Montana, they 
have to leave Montana to look for work, as there is no work in Montana for 
them. In other words, we the taxpayers of Montana support our schools to 
educate our children for the benefit of other States. Why do we do it? 
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When they hold the next hearing at Missoula in December, I think these 
thoughts should be considered, and also make it clear that the power generated 
at the Paradise Dam is to be sold to any or all industries located in Montana, 
first and after our power has fully satisfied all Montana wants then it could be 
transmitted to other industry out of the State of Montana. 

Thanking you for the interest and your devoted time to this project, I am, 

Yours very truly, 
J. F. BEEse. 


PETITION 
FEBRUARY 1960. 
To Senator James E. Murray and Committee Members of the Committee on In- 
terior and Insular Affairs, Washington, D.C.: 

We, the undersigned, support S. 1226, a bill which will provide for the con- 
struction of the Paradise Dam, a project vitally necessary to the progress of 
Montana and the Nation. 

(The above petition was subscribed to by 716 individuals. Their names are on 
file with the committee.) 


x 





